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ABSTRACT 
 
 Qualitative research methodological tools such as focus groups, key 
informant interviews and community surveys are traditionally used to provide context 
to larger quantitative research studies. These qualitative research methodologies, 
however, may be under utilized. They may also be deployed as an effective means 
of creating community engagement opportunities and opportunities for cathartic 
reflection for community leaders in post-disaster community planning. The author 
argues that dialogue-based forms of community engagement are an improvement 
over existing citizen participation strategies, citing what is now known about social 
capital formation, the Community Capitals Framework, Appreciative Inquiry, and 
Participatory Action Research. This hypothesis is examined using the qualitative 
research component of the 2011 Iowa State University Extension and Outreach 
“Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study which was conducted in 
eight eastern Iowa communities that were heavily damaged in the Iowa Floods of 
2008. This examination highlights the traditional context-setting role of qualitative 
methods, identifies the bridge between context-setting and meaning-making, and the 
cathartic reflection that evolved when leaders were engaged in group settings and in 
one-one-one interviews that helped them reflect upon, process, and articulate their 
collective and individual perceptions and reactions to the Iowa Floods of 2008.  
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Key Words: Community Development, qualitative research methods, Community 
Capitals Framework, Appreciative Inquiry, Participatory Action Research, post-
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Overview 
 It was two years after the Iowa Floods of 2008 caused billions of dollars in 
damage to commercial and residential properties and public infrastructure in 
communities throughout eastern Iowa. A nationwide recession had begun in the 4th 
Quarter of 2007. State and local officials sought assistance from Iowa State 
University and Iowa State University Extension and Outreach to Communities 
because they were having a difficult time separating the negative economic impacts 
caused by the floods from the negative economic impacts caused by the recession. 
To what extent, they asked, was the recession hampering disaster recovery in the 
economic engine that is the eastern third of Iowa? Questions also lingered about the 
housing that had been lost and the populations that had been directly impacted. 
What new housing was needed and at what price points to accommodate the current 
and future needs of the workforce and special needs populations? Was the new 
housing under construction vastly more expensive than the homes being replaced? 
Had this forced people to permanently leave the flood-impacted communities – 
driven away by the high price of housing? Or had the people lost their jobs? Or did 
they leave at all? These were the “need to know questions.” 
 Officials also had some “nice to know” questions. Shouldn’t these 
communities along the flood-prone Cedar and Iowa Rivers have had some 
community plans to keep this from happening or to at least minimize the impacts to 
people and property? How are citizens being actively engaged in long-range 
	   2	  
recovery plans to create safer and more sustainable communities? Are the local, 
state and federal disaster recovery programs and policies working to meet local 
needs? And most importantly, what should we do differently next time? 
 
 It wasn’t unduly hard to answer the “need to know questions.” Primary and 
secondary statistical data are available and economic models can be created to 
simulate the effects of various changes upon local economies. It wasn’t particularly 
difficult to count the number of homes that had been flooded, the number that had 
been acquired, the number that had been demolished, the number that had been 
suitable for rehabilitation, and the number of building permits for newly constructed 
homes. These are things that can be counted. This is quantitative research. 
Quantitative research answers ontological questions about “what is.” (Mikkelson, 
2005.)  
 Answering the “nice to know” questions required a qualitative research 
approach because the answers are really only opinions, perceptions, feelings, 
reactions, personal experiences, and anecdotal stories. Qualitative research 
methods answer epistemological questions about “what is (or should be) regarded 
as acceptable knowledge about what exists – ‘what can be known’.” (Mikkelson, 
2005).  
 In the end, the answers to the “nice to know” questions revealed why the 
“need to know” questions existed at all – because there are too few collective “ways 
of knowing,” too few ways to collectively interpret information across jurisdictions, 
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agencies and communities, and too few reflective practice opportunities for 
community leaders. 
 This thesis will explore the hypothesis that methodological tools of qualitative 
research such as focus groups, key informant interviews and community surveys 
can be used as participatory forms of community engagement and create 
opportunities for reflective practice even when the original intent was to provide 
context to a larger study and make statistical information more accessible to the 
public. The hypothesis will be demonstrated using the October 2011 Iowa State 
University Extension and Outreach study entitled “Housing Needs Assessment After 
a Local Disaster: A Final Report on Housing Recovery Research Conducted in Eight 
Iowa Cities Two Years Following the Iowa Floods of 2008” (ISUEO, 2011). The 
qualitative portion of the study will be examined in greater detail with particular 
attention paid to how the qualitative methods were designed to engage leaders 
within group settings and in one-on-one sessions that helped the leaders reflect 
upon, process, and articulate their collective and individual perceptions and 
reactions to the Iowa Floods of 2008.  
Commissioning of the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster: A 
Final Report on Housing Recovery Research Conducted in Eight Iowa Cities 
Two Years Following the Iowa Floods of 2008.” 
 In June of 2010, the Iowa Department of Economic Development (IDED), in 
partnership with the Iowa Finance Authority (IFA) and the Rebuild Iowa Office (RIO), 
entered into a contract with Iowa State University Extension and Outreach to 
Communities to undertake a study of eight eastern Iowa communities that were 
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heavily impacted by the Iowa Floods of 2008. The study cities were selected by 
IDED, IFA and RIO in order to gain an understanding of how program 
implementation differed by the size and type of community being served and to 
identify the unique challenges these communities had encountered in their recent 
experiences with the loss of housing due to a natural disaster. Figure 1 is the list of 
cities studied and their population as of 2010 according to the 2010 U.S. Census. 
Figure 2 is a map showing the geographic location of the eight study communities in 
eastern Iowa. 
 
Cedar Rapids 125,951 
Charles City 7,467 
Columbus 
Junction 
2,136 
Coralville 18,330 
Iowa City 67,067 
Mason City 27,489 
Waterloo 66,351 
Waverly 9,207 
 
Table 1. Cities studied by population size as of the 2010 U.S. Census 
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Figure 1. Map of the study area 
 Iowa State University Extension and Outreach submitted a proposal to the 
Iowa Department of Economic Development outlining the research approach and 
methods to be used. The proposal was accepted and ISUEO was given 12-18 
months to conduct data gathering, field research and analysis. The research 
protocol and all tools used in the qualitative research were submitted for Institutional 
Review Board approval at Iowa State University. The IRB application was approved. 
The expectation was that the results of the study would be broadly shared with the 
three sponsoring state agencies and disseminated to the eight cities participating in 
the study through publications, community meetings, conference presentations, and 
educational workshops. The approval of the IRB application also meant that the 
results of the study were approved for related academic purposes, such as this 
thesis by a research team member. 
	   6	  
 
The primary research questions 
 Seven areas of investigation were identified as the primary subject of the 
“Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study. 
 
1. Identification of best practices for gauging the extent of housing loss and 
community impact following the Iowa Floods of 2008 
2. Use of economic data analysis to isolate the economic impacts caused by the 
Iowa Floods of 2008 from those caused by the national recession 
3. Development of a model for community use in assessing long-term housing 
needs through use of available statistics  
4. Review and assessment of the extent to which pre-existing community plans 
aided in the flood response and recovery 
5. An assessment of the extent to which local leaders engaged with 
stakeholders to address identified housing and community development 
needs post-flood 
6. An assessment of the extent to which policies and programs were effective in 
meeting local needs 
7. Identification of best practices for future disaster recovery policies and 
programs based on key stakeholders’ experiences administering State, 
Federal and Local programs following the Iowa Floods of 2008 
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 The qualitative research component of the study, while addressing all seven 
primary research questions in various ways, focused more intensively on questions 
4, 5, 6, and 7. 
 
Multimodal approach 
 A multi-disciplinary team was assembled to conduct the “Housing Needs 
Assessment After a Local Disaster” study. The Principal Investigators were Dr. 
Timothy Borich, Program Director of Iowa State University Extension and Outreach 
to Communities and Associate Dean of the Iowa State University College of Design, 
and Dr. Michael A. Carlson, Iowa Finance Authority/Iowa State University Extension 
and Outreach to Communities Housing Liaison. Other members of the research 
team included six Extension Community Development specialists who worked as 
field researchers primarily on the qualitative component, two Geographic Information 
Systems specialists, two economists, a survey analysis specialist, an architecture 
professor, a professor of community and regional planning, a publications specialist 
and two graduate students. Designing the research plan was a team activity. Each 
discipline represented on the team conducted their research independently and 
findings were periodically shared at team meetings. 
 
 The study was structured as a mixed-methods research project. Some of the 
data used for the study came from available secondary sources such as public 
documents, program reports, plans, maps, budgets, websites, and other previously 
published materials. A variety of economic statistics was available including data 
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from the U.S. Census, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, retail trade reports, and tax 
receipts. Other statistical data was created by developing an Input-Output model to 
analyze data and estimate impacts based on formulae that help predict how a 
change in the economy will affect a specific geographic area over a particular period 
of time. The study also used primary source data gathered from focus groups, 
interviews with key stakeholders who had specific knowledge of housing issues in 
their communities, and the results of an online survey. What follows is a brief 
description of how the various multimodal methodologies were used by the research 
team on this project:  
 
 Economic Benchmarks and Impact Analysis – Available statistical data were 
collected from declarations of damages filed by each of the cities studied. These 
declarations, used for Federal assistance, included initial estimates of loss. Retail 
trade and tax receipt data were collected and analyzed for a period of time prior to 
the floods until the end of 2010 to identify changes in economic activity. A variety of 
economic models were constructed based on changes in statistically determined 
relationships within the local economy. The research described three types of post-
disaster economic assessment:  (1) compilation of damages, losses and costs; (2) 
trend analysis of local and regional economic indicators; and (3) estimation of 
economic impacts using statistical models.   
 
 Focus Groups – Focus groups were conducted in seven cities (Iowa City and 
Coralville were combined due to overlap in agencies serving the combined metro 
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area). Fifty people participated in the focus groups. The participants were drawn 
from a list provided by IDED, IFA and RIO of individuals within a set of criteria 
representative of specific entities with influence on housing policy and development. 
These included City administrators, City planners, economic developers, school 
district officials, public housing authorities, public works superintendents, realtors, 
bankers, County and City elected officials, Councils of Government, Community 
Action Agencies, Consumer Credit Counseling, nonprofit agencies working in 
disaster relief efforts, County Emergency Management officials, and neighborhood 
groups. Each focus group received the same six questions concerning the 
availability of housing, populations in need of housing, areas of their community 
experiencing growth or decline, gaps in housing programs, how their community 
dealt with the collective grief brought on by the floods and what they would do 
differently if faced with a similar natural disaster in the future. The sessions were 
digitally recorded, transcribed, coded for key themes, analyzed by the frequency of 
response and charted. 
 
 Key Informant Interviews – One-on-one key informant interviews were 
conducted with 44 individuals representing all eight cities in the study. The 
participants were selected from the same criteria categories used for the focus 
groups but were populated by a different set of people than had participated in the 
focus groups. The interviews were conducted by phone and in person between 
October of 2010 and January of 2011. All interviewees received the same set of nine 
questions concerning their largest challenges in their current housing situations; the 
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types of housing, neighborhoods and specific price points that have failed to recover 
following the floods; the populations they had the most difficult time serving; the 
problems they were unable to help people address; the effectiveness of pre-flood 
plans, ordinances and building codes; the effectiveness of local leadership; the use 
of public processes; barriers encountered working with insurance companies, 
businesses, and flood recovery programs; and advice they would give another 
community dealing with a similar natural disaster. The interviews were digitally 
recorded, transcribed, coded for key themes, analyzed by the frequency of response 
and charted. The interview subjects received masked identifiers such as “Banker 1” 
or “Realtor 2” to provide confidentiality and elicit more candid responses. 
 
 Online Survey – An online survey was administered using the commercially 
available SurveyMonkey product. The survey was sent to residents of the eight 
study communities who were referred using a “snowball” technique by the key 
informant and focus group participants as persons they knew who had specialized 
knowledge of their communities’ housing markets. The online survey was also sent 
to all parties for whom we had an email address from the initial list provided by 
IDED, IFA and RIO and whom we were unable to reach via the focus group sessions 
or key informant interviews. Additionally, the online survey was administered to a 
selection of individuals who were not tied to a specific community, but functioned in 
a more regional or statewide capacity and therefore served multiple communities. A 
total of 48 individuals returned surveys. The survey was composed of 38 questions 
related to participants’ perception of housing issues before and after the Iowa Floods 
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of 2008. Questions asked pertained to the availability of housing since the Iowa 
Floods of 2008, recovery efforts made by the community, City housing codes and 
their effect on the community’s ability to construct replacement housing, 
effects/impacts of flooding on communities and businesses, presence and roles of 
neighborhood groups/coalitions, State and Federal assistance in the recovery effort, 
and housing gaps and barriers to rebuilding communities after the flood. The online 
survey was electronically distributed on December 16, 2010 with a follow-up email 
on January 3, 2011. The overall response rate was 50% (41.9% for local group and 
53.8% for IFA, RIO and IDED stakeholders). Due to the difference in available 
sample size from each city, the data was weighted to minimize underrepresentation 
of the smaller communities. Weighting was based on having at least 10 samples 
from each of the eight cities. Each of the responses was weighted as if it had been 
answered by 10 respondents in order to equalize the communities statistically. This 
weighting method was necessary because some of the study cities had higher 
participation rates in the focus groups and key informant interviews, leaving fewer 
stakeholders to reach via the online survey. Weighting by population of the 
community would not have yielded better information because each community had 
a defined set of key stakeholders within the target organizations identified on the 
IDED, IFA and RIO contact lists. The results were analyzed and a series of charts 
were constructed from the data to visually represent the findings. 
 
 Archival Documentary Review of Pre-Existing Planning Materials – Internet 
searches and in-person visits to City Halls, County Courthouses and Councils of 
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Government yielded a variety of planning documents, ordinances and reports dating 
from before the Iowa Floods of 2008 to the post-flood recovery period through mid-
2011. These documents guided disaster planning, housing needs assessment, 
housing codes, zoning and land use, hazard mitigation and comprehensive 
community planning in each of the eight cities. A total of 63 documents were 
reviewed as part of the documentary analysis: 13 from Cedar Rapids; five from 
Charles City; five from Columbus Junction; six from Coralville; seven from Iowa City; 
six from Mason City; seven from Waterloo; and 14 from Waverly. The analysis 
judged how well cities had been following their own guidelines for housing and 
businesses located in floodplains; how well their pre-existing plans predicted the 
extent of the flooding; and whether existing codes and ordinances match each 
community’s hazard mitigation strategies and national standards for disaster 
preparedness. 
 Geographic Information Systems Analysis – Geospatial analysis was used to 
create a common interface for analyzing the different ways each community used to 
collect data for assessing their loss of housing. It was determined that any unit that 
showed a loss in assessed value of more than 50% of its pre-flood value was “lost.” 
The GIS analysis also looked at the locations and values of newly constructed 
housing in each community to identify the net increase in the average price of a 
home. GIS was also used to map the extent of flooding and as a means of 
comparing each community’s declared flood zones with the extent of actual 
inundation in the Iowa Floods of 2008 to judge the effectiveness of prior planning.   
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Key findings of the full project 
 Five key findings emerged from the full “Housing Needs Assessment After a 
Local Disaster” study. The findings are in answer to the seven primary research 
questions outlined earlier in this chapter and were answered by using the multimodal 
research approach detailed immediately above. 
1. The flood-impacted communities have experienced greater negative 
economic impacts from the nationwide recession than from the Iowa Floods 
of 2008. This is because a negative impact to part of a local economy does 
not impact all parts of the economy equally. The Iowa Floods of 2008 did not 
result in a permanent loss of population, employment or incomes in the 
eastern Iowa region. Additionally, the State, Federal and private spending 
associated with flood recovery provided a temporary stimulative effect to parts 
of the region’s economy. 
2. The available excess housing capacity in four of the study communities was 
able to absorb a level of household demand equal to their current population 
and workforce needs. Only the cities of Cedar Rapids, Iowa City, Coralville 
and Columbus Junction statistically demonstrated a need for additional 
housing units. Our projections are that Cedar Rapids will need 1,616 new 
units; Iowa City will need 789 new units; Coralville will need 215 new units 
and Columbus Junction will need six new units to satisfy local housing 
demand. The housing gaps that remain are the housing gaps that existed 
prior to the Iowa Floods of 2008: housing affordable to low-income 
populations, senior citizens, and special needs populations. 
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3. Municipal and nonprofit capacity in case management and outreach services 
is needed for recovery programs to operate effectively. This study shows that 
local entities charged with implementing the State’s recovery programs 
experienced difficulties identifying flood-impacted households; keeping track 
of contact information when flood-impacted households relocated; marketing 
available relief programs to eligible populations; explaining program rules and 
regulations and assisting clients in assembling necessary documentation; 
bundling multiple forms of assistance to meet household needs; and dealing 
with complicating factors such as “upside down” mortgages, unemployment or 
unusual household circumstances. 
4. Disaster recovery programs can be created before a natural disaster and 
Legislatively funded when it is time to implement a disaster response. Relief 
and recovery programs associated with the Iowa Floods of 2008 suffered 
from Federally-imposed regulatory barriers and local implementation 
problems. State agencies were bound by the rules of program funding 
designed for use in non-extraordinary circumstances. Given that those rules 
are unlikely to change, a better option may be to develop materials and 
deliver training in these rules to core constituencies the State relies upon to 
interact on their behalf with disaster-impacted citizens. 
5. Accurate and accessible data are needed for local decision-making and long-
term planning. There is a significant need to address the collection of local 
housing and economic data at the County Assessor level. Changes in 
technology in the last decade have rendered many local governments 
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dependent on third-party providers for maintenance of complicated 
recordkeeping systems, Geographic Information Systems, mapping, and 
querying capacity. Data is not collected in a consistent fashion making it very 
difficult to assess issues on a regional basis. This data problem leaves local 
leaders with fewer available mechanisms to quantify their local needs and 
greater dependence on often inaccurate and anecdotal perceptions of need. 
Additionally, the quality of data and access to data inform long-range 
community plans for both hazard mitigation and housing. 
 
The role of qualitative research methods as a form of community stakeholder 
engagement following a natural disaster 
 Perception can become reality. How community leaders perceived the 
negative economic impacts from the Iowa Floods of 2008 and the nationwide 
recession turned out to be different than what the statistical data showed in Key 
Finding #1. In commissioning the study, community leaders stated concerns about 
permanent loss of population and jobs without accounting for the offsetting cash 
infusions from recovery programs and the payment of insured losses. With damage 
estimates in the billions and government recovery funds totaling $667,528,861 
(ISUEO, 2011), shouldn’t there still have been at least millions of dollars in 
unreimbursed losses? Community leaders also perceived a much larger need for 
replacement housing than Key Finding #2 showed as statistically necessary. Less 
than half of the study communities showed a statistical need for large amounts of 
replacement housing because the communities had excess housing available before 
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the floods. Two of the four communities that needed additional housing had 
experienced housing shortages before the flood.  
 What can possibly explain the disparity between the popularly held opinions 
of community leaders on the ground in the eight flood-impacted study communities 
and the statistical findings from the study’s quantitative analysis? 
 The central hypothesis of this thesis is that structured qualitative methodology 
tools can help community stakeholders find new “ways of knowing” by creating 
shared meaning through reflective practice. Nowhere is this more necessary than in 
communities that have suffered from some type of disaster or social upset. 
“Disasters are stressful not only for individuals experiencing personal 
loss but also for the community-at-large. Communities share damages 
and disruptions to the various environments of which they are 
composed. Destruction of a ‘keystone’ neighborhood, such as a central 
business district, may challenge an entire city or region.” (Norris, 
Stevens, et. al., 2007). 
 
Norris, et al, go on to say that communities can lose perspective on the larger 
picture in the weeks and months following a disaster through what they call 
“transient dysfunction.” They identify group processes, data analysis and reflection 
as “essential elements” for community resilience following disasters and throughout 
the period of “transient dysfunction”. 
“The skills identified…include several that are essential elements of 
community competence: abilities to engage constructively in group 
process, resolve conflicts, collect and analyze data and resist opposing 
or undesirable influences. There appears to be high consensus that 
critical reflection and problem solving are fundamental capacities for 
community competence and resilience.” (Norris, et al, 2007). 
 
 Patsy Healey states that social interactions can help communities generate 
meaning within the contexts of shared experiences. 
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“I understand both ‘ways of being’ (ontologies) and ‘ways of thinking’ 
(epistemologies) as actively constructed in social interaction. Context 
and episode are thus co-constituted and co-generative.” (Healey, 
2003). 
 
 Additionally, researchers studying the community impacts of mass tragedies 
note that these types of meaning-making conversations should happen at the local 
level, particularly in crisis events where non-local governmental assistance entities 
descend upon the community to provide disaster relief. In these situations, they 
note, the community needs public conversation to feel they are not losing control of 
the process. 
“Consequently, the public sphere is vital to community recovery. 
During or immediately after the tragedy, they typically provide 
emergency relief. Shortly after the tragedy or disaster, they help 
amplify solidarity. In the long term, they provide valuable resources the 
community needs to rebuild. However, the public sphere relations are 
unlikely to sustain solidarity. First, these relations are affectively neutral 
and formal and therefore offer little emotional support after the event-
specific activities are finished. Second, these ties are not unique to a 
specific community since every locality has governmental agencies 
involved in its daily operation. This commonality is especially 
pronounced when a government provides most of the services 
associated with disaster relief. Indeed, conflicts can emerge when non-
local entities are too prominent in the recovery efforts because the 
community often perceives it is losing agency over the process.” 
(Hawdon and Ryan, 2011).  
 
 When there is a clear disparity between the results of a quantitative study and 
public perception, such as there was in the “Housing Needs Assessment After a 
Local Disaster” study, other tools are needed to help create meaning. 
“The key features common to all qualitative methods can be seen 
when they are contrasted with quantitative methods. Most quantitative 
data techniques are data condensers. They condense data in order to 
see the big picture. Qualitative methods, by contrast, are best 
understood as data enhancers. When data are enhanced, it is possible 
to see key aspects of cases more clearly.” (Mikkelson, 2005, pg. 141) 
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 “Chapter 4: Results” will go into greater detail and provide examples of 
specific incidences where the qualitative research component of the “Housing Needs 
Assessment After a Local Disaster” study unearthed disparities between commonly 
held perceptions and the results of the quantitative analysis. At this juncture, it is 
sufficient to note that such disparities could only emerge in direct conversation with 
community stakeholders. 
  
Informal and formal methods of community engagement 
 Opportunities for meaningful, and meaning-making, conversations proved to 
be few and far between in the aftermath of the Iowa Floods of 2008. The qualitative 
research component of the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” 
study showed that local governments relied heavily on formal means of 
communication with their populations. These formal means of communication were 
largely passive in that information was delivered to recipients either through third 
parties such as the media (television, radio and newspapers), through formal 
meetings, and through organizational newsletters. Figure 3 shows the number of 
communication methods communities used following the Iowa Floods of 2008 
(ISUEO, 2011). Of 13 communication methods identified, only three are person-to-
person contact: word of mouth, telephone calls and to a lesser extent formal 
meetings. Also of note is that most of these passive forms of communication 
required the intended recipient of the information to DO something – come to a 
meeting, read the newspaper, seek out a municipal website, be somewhere to 
receive brochures and printed materials. This is not to say that there were not a 
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great many neighborhood meetings, town hall meetings, emergency meetings, or 
planning meetings available for citizen participation, but that the intent of such 
forums were to provide information to recipients or gather input from participants 
without group processes or engagement specifically designed to help people 
interpret information and create shared meaning. In the larger picture, this over-
reliance on one-way, passive communication forms failed to establish the level of 
social capital necessary to construct meaning. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Post-flood communication methods 
 
“Communities can build sustainable social capital by strengthening 
relationships and communication on a community-wide basis and 
encouraging community initiative, responsibility and adaptability. 
Clearly, it takes time for these processes to unfold and for social 
capital to develop. Stronger relationships and communication can 
result from fostering increased interactions among unlikely groups 
inside and outside the community and increased availability of 
information and knowledge among community members. Community 
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initiative, responsibility, and adaptability are enhanced by developing a 
shared vision, building on internal resources, looking for alternative 
ways to respond to constant changes, and discarding the victim 
mentality, which only causes the community to focus on past wrongs 
rather than future possibilities.” (Flora, Flora, and Fey, 2004, pg. 52-53) 
 
 In terms of “quality” community engagement, “who” participates also matters. 
Reliance on formal means of communication, as noted earlier, means that 
participants “self-select” their level of participation. Additionally, town hall meetings 
and formal planning sessions are more conducive for participation by the 
“professional class,” but perhaps less inclusive to members of the population less 
familiar with, or even intimidated by, these types of gatherings. 
 “Futhermore, different segments of the community have different 
levels of participatory skills. Higher education and professional 
employment give a disproportionate voice to the more privileged 
segment of any community, in part because they have experience with 
participation.” (Flora, Flora and Fey, 2004, pg. 330).  
 
 The reliance on formal means of communication and formal processes as the 
solitary means of citizen participation, not only excludes voices that need to be 
heard in any community development process, but also limits the interactions 
necessary for true conversation and real participation. 
“Increasingly, the issue for participation is empowerment, because 
mere attendance at meetings fails to achieve the benefits of broad 
participation.” (Pigg and Bradshaw, 2003).  
 
 The reliance on formal methods of communication and formal methods of 
citizen participation also had consequences for how flood recovery programs were 
delivered in the eight study communities. Key Finding #3 of the “Housing Needs 
Assessment After a Local Disaster” study stated:  
Municipal and nonprofit capacity in case management and outreach 
services is needed for recovery programs to operate effectively. This 
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study shows that local entities charged with implementing the State’s 
recovery programs experienced difficulties identifying flood-impacted 
households; keeping track of contact information when flood-impacted 
households relocated; marketing available relief programs to eligible 
populations; explaining program rules and regulations and assisting 
clients in assembling necessary documentation; bundling multiple 
forms of assistance to meet household needs; and dealing with 
complicating factors such as “upside down” mortgages, unemployment 
or unusual household circumstances. 
 
 Outreach to flood-impacted households was needed but what was available 
could more properly be called “in-reach.” Like reliance on formal processes, self-
selected participation, and formal methods of citizen participation, communities in 
the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study also relied on flood 
victims to find formal institutions for assistance on their own volition. This became 
another example of the vital importance of two-way communication. The online 
survey administered as one of the qualitative research methodology tools in the 
study showed that, at best, only half of the respondents were even aware of the 
various flood recovery programs that had been made available to assist the public.  
 
	   22	  
Figure 3. Awareness of State programs by leaders and program administrators 
for flood recovery by city 
 
 Figure 4 above are the charted results of a question on the online survey 
regarding local leaders and program administrators’ awareness of the six largest 
programs for flood recovery that were made available to local communities following 
the Iowa Floods of 2008. What is interesting to note, in addition to the overall lack of 
awareness about existing resources, is which communities were less likely to be 
aware of assistance programs. The smallest community in the study was Columbus 
Junction, population 2,136. Columbus Junction is represented by a green bar on the 
chart. Of the six assistance programs identified, respondents from Columbus 
Junction were only aware of two of the programs. The next smallest city, Charles 
City, population 7,467, (red bar on the chart) did slightly better by being able to 
identify half of the six programs available. 
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 While this chart certainly indicates that communication about available flood 
relief programs was not entirely adequate, it also highlights the disparity between 
urban and rural areas. Urban areas with more professional planning staff and a 
larger base of nonprofit organizations were more likely to be aware of assistance 
programs than smaller rural communities without as many formal channels for 
communication. The online survey was administered to lists of local leaders and 
program administrators who were listed as grantees and contact persons by the 
three funding agencies providing the six flood recovery programs and supporting the 
study: the Iowa Department of Economic Development, the Iowa Finance Authority 
and the Rebuild Iowa Office.  
 The question can be asked: “How would quantitative methods have told us 
this communication problem existed? And, what are ways we can use qualitative 
methods to create better opportunities for meaningful community engagement and 
inclusive citizen participation that help communities identify and resolve problems?” 
 To answer these questions, a review of the literature about community 
engagement and citizen participation will help illustrate the potential for using 
qualitative research methods in both formal and informal community planning 
settings. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Historical definitions of citizen participation 
 The foundational concepts of democracy extend back to the ancient Greeks. 
So do the basic concepts of active citizenship and the citizen’s role in collective 
government. This nation’s Founding Fathers established a government largely 
informed by Age of Enlightenment thinkers, political philosophers and economists 
such a John Stuart Mill, John Locke, Jean Jacque Rousseau, Immanuel Kant, 
Thomas Hobbes, Edmund Burke, Adam Smith, and Baron Charles-Louis 
Montesquieu. These thinkers largely defined the relationship between government 
and the governed in the age of reason. 
  The essential problem in going back to this nation’s founding to determine the 
proper roles of citizenship and citizen participation is the sheer number of citizens 
from whom no public participation in democratic government was allowed – African-
American slaves, Native Americans, children, and women.  
 Citizen participation in the modern age really doesn’t fully begin until the 
enfranchisement of women in 1920 and the beginning of the Civil Rights movement 
of the 1960s. So, the first and most relevant exploration of citizen participation in the 
modern age comes from Sherry R. Arnstein’s seminal and blunt, 1967 work “A 
Ladder of Citizen Participation.” Arnstein’s ladder, shown in Figure 5, below, depicts 
eight “rungs” of citizen participation.  
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Figure 4. Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation 
 The lowest two rungs on the ladder are “Manipulation” and “Therapy” which 
Arnstein classifies together as Nonparticipation. Arnstein defines “manipulation” as 
passive citizens being educated by power elites to accept and promote the status 
quo. 
“In the name of citizen participation, people are placed on rubberstamp 
advisory committees or advisory boards for the express purpose of 
‘educating’ them or engineering their support. Instead of genuine 
citizen participation, the bottom rung of the ladder signifies the 
distortion of participation into a public relations vehicle by 
powerholders.” (Arnstein, 1967). 
  
 Arnstein defined “therapy” as required participation for the receipt of benefits 
such as public housing tenant associations who are not given any power to actually 
make decisions. She vacillates between what she thinks is worse – the mandatory 
attendance of the “therapy” session or the rubberstamping advisory committee. 
 The next three rungs on Arnstein’s Ladder deal with token representation. 
Rung 3, “Informing,” is similar to the therapy rung with the exception that the 
participation isn’t mandatory. 
“Informing citizens of their rights, responsibilities, and options can be 
the most important first step toward legitimate citizen participation. 
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However, too frequently, the emphasis is placed on a one-way flow of 
information – from officials to citizens – with no channel provided for 
feedback and no power for negotiation. Under these conditions, 
particularly when information is provided at a late stage in planning, 
people have little opportunity to influence the program designed ‘for 
their benefit.’ The most frequent tools used for such one-way 
communication are the news media, pamphlets, posters, and 
responses to inquiries.” (Arnstein, 1967). 
 
 As hypothesized in Chapter 1 of this thesis, one-way communication, passive 
forms of communication, and reliance upon third-party information distribution by the 
media were in evidence throughout the qualitative portion of the “Housing Needs 
Assessment After a Local Disaster” study. So were many of the techniques Arnstein 
places on Rung 4 of her ladder of citizen participation under the category of 
“consultation” which she refers to as “window dressing” and “participating in 
participation.” 
“Inviting citizens’ opinions, like informing them, can be a legitimate step 
toward their full participation. But if consulting them is not combined 
with other modes of participation, this rung of the ladder is still a sham 
since it offers no assurance that citizen concerns and ideas will be 
taken into account. The most frequent methods used for consulting 
people are attitude surveys, neighborhood meetings, and public 
hearings.” (Arnstein, 1967). 
 
 Arnstein goes on to say that consultation reduces people to “statistical 
abstractions, and participation is measured by how many come to meetings, take 
brochures home, or answer a questionnaire.” By the time “the public” gets to Rung 5 
on Arnstein’s ladder, they are being “placated” with token seats on administrative 
boards but in insufficient numbers to influence any final decisions. 
 Acceptable forms of citizen participation, according to Arnstein, are located on 
Rungs 6, 7 and 8 where various forms of Citizen Power and decision-making are 
shared. Rung 6, “Partnership” is when actual authority is granted in decision-making. 
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“At this rung of the ladder, power is in fact redistributed through 
negotiation between citizens and powerholders. They agree to share 
planning and decision-making responsibilities through such structures 
as joint policy boards, planning committees and mechanisms for 
resolving impasses. After the groundrules have been established 
through some form of give-and-take, they are not subject to unilateral 
change.” (Arnstein, 1967). 
 
 Rung 7 on Arnstein’s ladder is “Delegated Power” which she defines as a 
negotiated arrangement where a citizen-led group has “absolute decision-making 
authority over a particular plan or program.” (Arnstein, 1967). Examples of this might 
be a neighborhood revitalization project led entirely by residents of a particular 
neighborhood. The subtle distinction between “Delegated Power” and “Citizen 
Control” on Rung 8 of Arnstein’s ladder is the presence of money and the authority 
to spend it on citizen-originated priorities. An example of this would be a Community 
Development Enterprise (CDE) with the authority and funding to make investments 
in a community.  
 Clearly, Arnstein has more to say about what citizen participation “isn’t” and 
about non-inclusive forms of citizen participation than she has to say about what 
makes the best kinds of citizen participation and how to bring about the higher 
orders of democratic involvement she identifies on the ladder. Others took up that 
challenge. 
 Donald and Doris Littrell place creation of citizen participation as a primary 
task of a community development worker. Unlike Arnstein, who typically sees 
government acting upon citizens and citizens having to wrest away power from 
greedy manipulators, the Littrells see citizen participation in more noble terms and 
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community development as a means of helping people make a positive impact on 
their world. 
“Community development is about the formation of developmental 
relationships through which people can learn they can choose to 
perform the role of citizen and can develop the political will and the 
necessary concepts and skills to do so. Freedom is all about the ability 
and will to choose to take part in the civic decision-making process that 
gives shape to the quality of community today and in the future.” 
(Littrell and Littrell, 2006, pp. 53-54). 
 
 The distinction that the Littrells make is that citizen participation at the highest 
orders is a “choice” and requires certain skills. This concept is moving us closer to 
an understanding that participating is part of something larger called “engaging” 
which moves participation from a solitary act of the individual to a collective act of 
several individuals. Then they add another subtle distinction: “intervening” or taking 
direct action. 
“The role of citizen is not a prescribed role. In a free civic environment 
citizens can choose which issues they will intervene in and how they 
will do so. In most communities it is impossible to play a direct citizen 
role in all of the issues that are dealt with in the civic arena. They are 
just too numerous. Therefore, in most communities people choose 
areas of interest in which they will exercise a citizen role.” (Littrell and 
Littrell, 2006). 
 
 James Christenson in “Themes of Community Development” adds further 
dimension to a working definition of citizen participation by introducing the idea of 
working “with” people rather than “for” people, or on their behalf as would be typical 
of representative democracy with elected officials standing in for citizens. 
“The betterment of people, the involvement of people in a democratic 
society, and the participation of people in community are ideas that 
underlie much of what is written for community development. The key 
debate is the difference between working for people and working with 
people, that is, helping people or enabling people to help themselves. 
The assumption is that people can help themselves, that all they need 
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is a little educational or organizational help from the outside (i.e., the 
community development professional) and their situation will be 
improved.” (Christenson, 1989). 
 
 For John P. Kretzmann and John L. McKnight, communities are 
literally “built from the inside out” using the innate talents of individuals pooled 
toward achievement of common goals in a democratic society. In 
“Regenerating Community: The Recovery of a Space for Citizens” (McKnight, 
2003), McKnight explains the genesis of the Asset-Based Community 
Development approach by placing it within the framework of democracy. 
“At the heart of the democratic faith is an idea that reaches beyond 
equality. It is the idea that every person has unique skills, capacities, 
and gifts and that a good society provides an opportunity for those gifts 
to be given and shared. In this way the community grows strong 
because each person provides unique contributions to the common 
good so that the sum of the parts is a free, productive neighborhood. In 
this sense, associations are a democratic society’s primary vehicle for 
identifying, combining and manifesting the unique gifts of citizens for 
the common good. An association is the structure we have uniquely 
created to provide a means of coalescing the capacities of each to 
create a synthesis, making each participant more powerful and the 
group’s power greater than the individual power of each member.” 
(McKnight, 2003). 
 
 While Kretzmann and McKnight focus on individuals working in association 
with others, Norman Waltzer moves the field of thought into the direction of 
“process” as a means of creating the pathway for citizen participation that results in 
collective action. 
“Fundamental to the shift in planning approaches has been a change 
in the involvement of citizens, the role of community leadership, and 
the processes used to bring people together to determine their 
community’s future, make decisions, undertake actions, and deal with 
rapid change.” (Waltzer, 1996) 
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 Waltzer is building upon a previous theory of community development and 
citizen participation advanced by Roland Warren whereby processes and 
inclusiveness in decision-making are used to bring about “purposive change.” 
“The whole idea of development in the term community development 
implies a process of what may be termed purposive change. As 
indicated earlier, most social change is not deliberately brought about 
in any inclusive way. Nevertheless, the whole implication and rationale 
of community development are that and attempt will be made through 
concerted decision-making to influence change in the direction of 
whatever goals may be involved. This implies a planning process in 
which the appropriate individuals, organizations, or whatever come 
together. As has already been indicated, the extent to which social 
change is controlled by planning of this type is often exaggerated, but 
in any case the planning function is an important focus. The other 
important focus, of course, is around the question of what people or 
groups come together, who makes the decisions, and in what kind of 
social process.” (Warren, 1968.) 
 
 Bill Potapchuk and Malka Kopell expand upon both Warren and Walzer by 
asserting that there is a multiplicity of processes happening at any given time within 
a community. An essential part of fostering participation, they say, is to help link 
processes together. 
“A good community development process is not merely a single 
process, but an intentional strategy that encompasses the various 
participatory initiatives in a community and effectively coordinates, 
links, combines and supports these efforts to ensure that, to the 
furthest extent possible, they are working in concert, using a shared 
strategy and supporting a common vision.” (Potapchuck and Kopell, 
2006, pg. 8) 
 
 Gary Paul Green and Anna Haines provide another perspective on 
participation by redefinining it as “public participation” rather than “citizen 
participation.” This essentially expands the exercise of participation from the 
relationship between the government and the governed to the individual’s 
relationship to the larger society as a whole.  
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“Most people use the term citizen participation to characterize this 
process. We prefer to use the concept of public participation. Langston 
(1978) defined citizen participation as ‘purposeful activities in which 
citizens take part in relation to government.’ This concept is too 
restrictive for a couple of reasons. First, this definition is limited to 
citizens (i.e. legal residents). By using the term public, we also include 
people who do not have all of the rights and obligations of citizenship. 
Second, citizen participation includes only activities related to the 
government. Public participation refers to activities in any public 
institution of society or the government, which includes organizations 
and institutions other than government.” (Green and Haines, 2008) 
 
 Before moving on to a discussion of the differences between citizen 
participation and citizen engagement, it is important to note that the term “citizen 
participation” has a different interpretation within the professional public planning 
field. For planners working on Comprehensive Plans and a variety of U.S. 
Department of Housing & Urban Development programs, “Citizen Participation” is a 
required element with a set of standards that don’t relate at all to the definitions 
discussed so far. Essentially, the Citizen Participation Plans required for HUD 
funding and for approval of Comprehensive Plans are checklists that efforts have 
been made to gather input or consult with minority populations, low-income 
populations, certain interest groups such as housing developers or owners of rental 
property. The checklists cover issues such as holding meetings at times of day when 
citizens are more able to participate and holding said meetings in facilities that are 
handicapped-accessible. Much attention is paid to how meetings are announced and 
publicized. In the end, the Citizen Participation Plan is an assurance that efforts 
were not made to actively discriminate. A very low bar, indeed. 
“Virtually every major federal program since the 1960s has included a 
requirement for citizen participation as a condition for receiving funds, 
and the notion of citizen involvement is firmly embedded in all planning 
activity. Discuss it publicly, and practicing planners salute it. Discuss it 
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privately, however, and many of them will talk about the ways in which 
it complicates their lives (Citizens: can’t plan with ‘em, can’t plan 
without ‘em.) As anyone who has attended many public meetings or 
hearings knows, public involvement tends to be expressed negatively, 
as opposition to something, far more often than positively…On the 
other hand, planners have no sure-fire strategies for pulling people 
away from the TV or the Internet to come to an evening meeting for a 
rather abstract discussion of what they want their community to be like 
in the future.” (Brooks, 2002). 
 
 More current discussions of positive community engagement theory have 
been particularly influential in recent years through the work of groundbreaking 
sociologist Robert Putnam and theorists working in the field of Social Capital. 
 
Current theories in community engagement 
 The previous section discussed some of the main theories of citizen 
participation characterized by roles citizens play in democracy as a greater good, in 
formal interactions with their government, in concert with other citizens, in 
associations, in processes, and in societal institutions. Citizen participation, as 
examined above, focuses on the “how” of participation and the varying degrees of 
power, authority, and control the citizen has over decision-making. 
 This section of the Literature Review will discuss the concept of “community 
engagement.” This differs from the “how” of citizen participation by delving deeper 
into the “quality” of the relationship between the individual and the society-at-large 
that they encounter in their communities of place. 
 In the last decade, the conversation about community engagement has 
largely focused on the lack of it. Robert D. Putnam’s 2000 book Bowling Alone was a 
sprawling look at the decline of civic engagement and civic participation in 
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associational organizations. From the demise of bowling leagues, bridge clubs, and 
fraternal organizations to the decline in volunteerism, church attendance, and union 
membership, Putnam examines the many societal influences that have negatively 
impacted participation rates in formal and informal community settings. He finally 
arrives at four primary reasons for the decline in civic engagement. 
“First, pressures of time and money, including the special pressures on 
two-career families, contributed measurably to the diminution of our 
social and community involvement during these years. My best guess 
is that no more than 10 percent of the total decline is attributable to 
that set of factors.” (Putnam, 2000, pg. 283). 
 
 Putnam surmises citizens are all working harder and have less time 
available to participate. 
“Second, surburbanization, commuting and sprawl also played a 
supporting role. Again a reasonable estimate is that these factors 
together might account for perhaps an additional 10 percent of the 
problem.” (Putnam, 2000, pg. 283). 
 
 Here Putnam surmises that citizens spend more time in the car, particularly in 
congested metropolitan areas, though perhaps this may be less of an issue in Iowa. 
“Third, the effect of electronic entertainment – above all, television – in 
privatizing our leisure time has been substantial. My rough estimate is 
that this factor might account for perhaps 25 percent of the decline.” 
(Putnam, 2000, pg. 283). 
 
 Putman wrote his book in 2000. Facebook was created in 2004 and reached 
100 million users by 2008. As of December, 2011, there are 845 million Facebook 
users worldwide. (Facebook.com, 2012). 
“Fourth, and most important, generational change – the slow, steady 
and ineluctable replacement of the long civic generation by their less 
involved children and grandchildren – has been a very powerful factor. 
The effects of generational succession vary significantly across 
different measures of civic engagement – greater for more public 
forms, less for private schmoozing – but as a rough rule of thumb…that 
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this factor might account for perhaps half of the overall decline.” 
(Putnam, 2000, pg. 183). 
 
 What Putnam is saying, in essence, is that our private lives have taken up a 
greater share of our time in recent decades than that portion we allocate to more 
public forms of interaction. In the opening to his chapter on democracy, Putnam 
quotes the playwright Oscar Wilde as saying: “The trouble with socialism is that it 
would take too many evenings.” What he is also saying, in attributing half of the 
problem to generational change, is that we have fallen out of the habit of 
participating. Additionally, this lack of participation means that we are no longer 
exposed to the institutions and associations where the skills of civic engagement are 
learned.  
“Internally, associations and less formal networks of civic engagement 
instill in their members habits of cooperation and public-spiritedness, 
as well as the practical skills to partake in public life…More positively, 
voluntary associations are where social and civic skills are learned – 
‘schools for democracy.’ Members learn how to run meetings, speak in 
public, write letters, organize projects, and debate public issues with 
civility.” (Putnam, 2000, pg. 338-339) 
 
 While certainly there is a great deal of incivility in national political life, Putnam 
seems more optimistic about opportunities for engagement at the municipal level 
and he also suggests that “conversation” is more possible when face-to-face 
interaction allows for immediate feedback. 
“Real conversations – the kind that take place in community meetings 
about crack houses or school budgets – are more ‘realistic’ from the 
perspective of democratic problem solving. Without such face-to-face 
interaction, without immediate feedback, without being forced to 
examine our opinions under the light of other citizens’ scrutiny, we find 
it easier to hawk quick fixes and to demonize anyone who disagrees. 
Anonymity is fundamentally anathema to deliberation.” (Putnam, 2000, 
pg. 341-342). 
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 Putman’s work is organized around the concept of social capital. Another 
derivation of the social capital construct is that communities themselves also have a 
form of social capital when individuals become part of groups. As Kerry Agnitsch, 
Jan Flora and Vern Ryan discuss in their article “Bonding and Bridging Social 
Capital: The Interactive Effects on Community Action,” social capital is used when 
“well-connected individuals or groups are better able to mobilize other resources to 
pursue desired outcomes.” 
“The concept of social capital describes how social relations are a 
resource to individuals and groups. Communities are no exception, 
and indeed, a significant body of literature exists seeking to identify 
features of ‘community social capital’ and its potential outcomes. This 
line of research is based on the idea that social capital is a collective 
asset found in the relations between and among individuals and 
groups, and that although individuals both contribute to and use it, they 
cannot own it.” (Agnitsch, Flora and Ryan, 2006). 
 
 Within the Community Capitals Framework, upon which the Community 
Development Online Master’s Program is essentially founded, “capital” is conceived 
as a resource that can be earned, spent or saved in much the same way as we 
conceptualize the various usages of money. Figure 5 below shows a diagram of the 
seven capitals in the Community Capitals Framework. 
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Figure 5. The Community Capitals Framework 
 
 In much the same way that Putnam speaks of the atrophying of participation 
through lack of use, the Community Capitals approach also reinforces the notion that 
assets, resources and capital, such as social capital, have uses within community. 
“The Community Capitals approach builds on the notion that 
communities have assets. These assets may be inactive or they may 
be invested to create more assets. Community assets, like many other 
things in our environment, tend to deteriorate when unused. Thus, a 
current state of equilibrium in any community setting will likely begin a 
slow decline unless there is activity to change direction. Change, after 
all, is a constant; our shaping of it determines our future.” (Emery, Fey 
and Flora, 2006). 
 
 Another aspect to social capital that is of particular relevance in discussion of 
the quality of community engagement is in regard to the two types of social capital – 
bridging and bonding – and the impact these two types of social capital have on the 
trust and reciprocity needed to support active community engagement. 
“Social capital can be divided into two parts. Bonding social capital 
consists of connections among individuals and groups with similar 
backgrounds. They may be based principally on class, ethnicity, 
kinship, gender, or similar social characteristics. Members of a group 
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with high bonding capital know one another in multiple settings or 
roles. Bridging social capital connects diverse groups within the 
community to each other and to groups outside the community. The 
ties that make up bridging social capital are usually single purpose or 
instrumental, whereas bonding ties are affective or emotionally 
charged. Bridging social capital fosters diversity of ideas and brings 
together diverse people.” (Flora, Flora and Fey, 2004). 
 
 Bridging and bonding social capital are also variously known as “horizontal” 
and “vertical” linkages. This distinction, like bridging and bonding, is used to 
characterize the effect of varying degrees of power on the relationship of groups to 
one another. Groups with similar levels of power are said to have horizontal ties. 
These horizontal ties between groups with similar levels of power are a type of 
bonding social capital. When these groups reach upwards and outwards to groups 
with more power, they are said to have vertical ties. These vertical ties between 
groups with dissimilar power act as a form of bridging social capital. Here, political 
scientists Kent Portney and James Berry illustrate horizontal and vertical linkages 
within a community setting: 
“We also distinguish between vertical and horizontal bridging social 
capital. Horizontal social capital involves social groups or organizations 
interacting with each other essentially as co-equals. When several 
PTAs join forces for some purpose or activity, this would be an 
instance of horizontal bridging social capital. When several citizens 
advocacy groups elect to form a coalition for some purpose, this is 
horizontal bridging social capital. Vertical bridging social capital, on the 
other hand, involves relations between or among functionally or 
geographically differentiated organizations. For example, when 
members of a neighborhood association interact with officials from a 
government agency, this would be considered an example of vertical 
bridging social capital. This distinction is important because vertical 
social capital is thought to constitute an essential element in mobilizing 
the widest array of resources toward attaining larger social objectives.” 
(Portney and Berry, 1999) 
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 The type and quantity of social capital present within a community determines 
how open and receptive they are to diversity and inclusiveness. According to Flora, 
Flora and Fey, communities that are low in bonding social capital exhibit traits of 
apathy toward public interaction, instead becoming extremely individualistic. In 
communities with high bonding social capital, the strength of those bonds can create 
“conflict with outside (entities or people) or internal factionalism.” Communities with 
low bridging social capital AND low bonding capital are characterized as being 
controlled by power elites and other leaders to the extent that they can be 
considered “clients.” Communities with high bridging and bonding social capital are 
characterized as “inclusive” with strong ties locally and links to helpful individuals 
and entities outside of the community itself. Figure 6 below illustrates the Flora’s 
interpretation of bridging and bonding social capital.  
 
Figure 6. Community social capital typology 
Bridging Social Capital 
   
   Low    High 
 
Conflict with outside or 
internal factionalism 
Inclusion (horizontal 
ties within the 
community; diverse 
horizontal and vertical 
ties to outside 
Apathy – Extreme 
individualism 
Clientelism (internal 
and external ties are 
mainly vertical) 
Bonding 
(High) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Low)  
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Figure 7. Community social capital typology and change 
 
 Figure 7, above, is an interpretation of Flora, Flora and Fey’s social capital 
typology depicting the typical responses to change in communities with varying 
degrees of social capital. Clearly, the higher the bridging and bonding social capital 
present within the community, the higher the degree of capacity for positive change.  
 When this highest form of community capacity is present in a community, yet 
another type of social capital develops, according to the Floras. This higher order 
social capital construct is called “Entrepreneurial Social Infrastructure” or ESI. ESI is 
characterized, according to Cornelia and Jan Flora, as having three dimensions: 1.) 
symbolic diversity, 2.) resource mobilization, and 3.) quality of linkages within their 
social capital assets. The Floras define symbolic diversity as an “orientation toward 
inclusiveness” with an acceptance of the role controversy can play in stimulating 
change. Resource mobilization, the Floras say, speaks to a community’s willingness 
to invest in itself. The most important of the three dimensions, in terms of its 
Bridging Social Capital 
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negates community 
change efforts 
Locally initiated 
change driven by 
community defined 
goals, with links to 
external resources 
Wealthy solve 
problems with financial 
capital; the poor have 
few options 
Community change 
dominated by local or 
extralocal bosses or 
power elite  
Bonding 
(High) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Low)  
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relevance to this thesis’ discussion of community engagement is how 
entrepreneurial communities utilize vertical and horizontal social capital to create 
opportunities for participation. 
“The first characteristic of networks in entrepreneurial social 
infrastructure is diversity. Voices are heard that are different from those 
of traditional elites. The process of decision making is opened up. 
Leadership is spread broadly, including both men and women, different 
ethnic groups, different races, different classes, and different 
clienteles. Network diversity allows communities to be more innovative 
in setting the development agenda…The second network characteristic 
that increases quality is the formation of horizontal networks. 
Communities tend to learn best from communities most like 
themselves. We call this horizontal network lateral learning. The final 
network characteristic is the development of vertical networks with two-
way flows of information.” (Flora and Flora, 1993). 
 
 To create opportunities for higher orders of public participation and 
community engagement, the common link revealed in the research appears to be 
the quality of interactions developed through two-way flows of information and 
communication designed specifically to achieve a shared outcome or shared vision. 
To that end, the next section of this Literature Review will explore specific process 
tools, originating in the realm of qualitative research methodology, that have the 
greatest potential of creating the space for these productive community interactions. 
 
Qualitative research methods to enhance community engagement 
 This final section of the Literature Review will examine a variety of qualitative 
research methods that have the potential to foster better two-way communication 
and reflective practice in post-disaster community engagement and planning efforts. 
The emerging role of Participatory Action Research (PAR) will be examined first as it 
indicates an emerging trend in the field of Community Development that links 
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research, applied research, and community engagement. Next, the role of 
Appreciative Inquiry (AI) will be examined in relationship to how qualitative research 
methodology tools such as focus groups, key informant interviews, and survey 
techniques can be structured to foster greater and more meaningful dialogue. 
Finally, the fundamental functions of focus groups, key informant interviews (and 
related semi-structured interviews), and survey techniques will be discussed. This 
will lead directly to Chapter 3 “Methods and Procedures” which will describe in detail 
the design and use of these qualitative research methodologies in the “Housing 
Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study conducted following the Iowa 
Floods of 2008. 
Participatory Action Research (PAR) 
 Participatory Action Research is an approach that seeks to actively involve 
citizens and groups in the co-creation of research and knowledge development. It is 
in fairly wide use in international development work as a means of empowering 
communities to participate in democratic processes, particularly in places where 
there is not a strong culture or tradition of participation. The foundational roots of 
PAR are found in the work of Paulo Friere’s “Pedagogy of the Oppressed” (1970). 
Friere, a Brazillian educator, proposed educational methodology that would break 
what he called the “culture of silence” by empowering individuals to develop a 
“critical consciousness” about their ability to positively impact their own lives through 
civic participation and education. 
 Specifically, Participatory Action Research is a “defined set of tools and 
techniques for gathering, sharing, and analyzing information and for planning and 
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action.” (Mikkelson, 2005). Most of the tools are based in qualitative research 
methods. Another defining characteristic is that the tools address three key 
parameters: physical space, time, and relationship. Table 2 below identifies the 
methods, tools, and usages of the primary elements of PAR.  
 
Method Tools Use 
Review of secondary 
sources 
Documents, statistics, 
reports, books, files, 
aerial photos, maps 
Data gathering 
Direct observation  Data gathering 
Key indicators Local, national and global 
indicators, objectives, 
performance, outcome 
and process indicators 
Data gathering, analysis, 
evaluation 
Semi-structured 
interviews 
Key individuals, focus 
groups, homogenous and 
mixed groups, chain of 
interviews, probing 
questions 
Data gathering 
Ranking and scoring Scoring and ranking 
options, matrix scoring 
and ranking, well-being 
or wealth ranking 
Decision-making 
 
Construction and 
analysis of maps, models 
and diagrams 
Social and resource 
maps, topic and theme 
maps, census maps and 
models, GIS-based aerial 
maps, transects 
Analysis and 
communication 
Diagramming Causal linkage and flow 
diagrams, force field 
analysis, timelines, trend 
analysis, seasonal 
diagrams, activity 
profiles, daily routines, 
Venn diagrams 
Analysis and 
communication 
Case stories Life histories, oral or 
written stories by key 
people, narrative 
Data gathering and 
communication 
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Drama, games and role 
plays 
 Communication 
Workshops SWOT (Strengths, 
Weaknesses, 
Opportunities, Threats), 
AIC (Appreciation 
Influence Control), AI 
(Appreciative Inquiry), 
possible future and 
scenario workshops, 
consensus workshops 
and conferences, public 
hearings 
Planning, decision-
making, communication 
and education 
Triangulation Data triangulation, 
investigator triangulation, 
discipline triangulation, 
theory triangulation, 
methodological 
triangulation 
Analysis, research design 
Continuous analysis and 
reporting 
With or without software 
for analysis of 
quantitative and 
qualitative data 
Analysis, communication 
and education 
Participatory planning, 
budgeting, monitoring, 
evaluation and self 
surveys 
 Planning, decision-
making, project 
implementation, 
evaluation 
Do-it-yourself Outsiders being taught by 
insiders 
Collaborative, co-
learning, communication 
 
Table 2. Mikkelson’s catalogue of PAR methods (with adaptation and 
classification by Gaffey) 
 
 Having established that PAR is an approach made up of qualitative research 
methodological tools used as a participatory form of community engagement and 
planning, it is worthwhile to examine the evolving definition of Participatory Action 
Research to examine its place in grounded theory. 
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 Minkler makes the immediate connection of PAR both to Friere’s work and to 
critical reflection and dialogue as primary distinguishing characteristics of the 
approach. 
“The dialogical method of Brazilian educator Paulo Freire, with its 
accent on co-learning and action based on critical reflection, provided 
some of the critical philosophical grounding for such participatory 
research efforts. Similarly, the principles of mutual inquiry for social 
change developed in Africa and Asia and the seminal work of 
(Orlando) Fals-Borda in applying and refining participatory research 
methods in Latin America, made critical contributions to the theoretical 
underpinnings and practice of this tradition.” (Minkler, 2000). 
 
 PAR also has generally “incendiary” roots and comes from a tradition of 
community organizing, empowerment of under-represented or disenfranchised 
citizens, and work within low-resource communities. “PAR, because of its activist 
roots and its alignment with critical social theory, is a framework that combines 
activism with systematic and rigorous research, to achieve social justice goals.” 
(MacKinnon, 2009). 
 Bradbury and Reason define PAR as a participatory process linking theory 
and practice. 
“A participatory, democratic process concerned with developing 
practical knowing in the pursuit of worthwhile human purposes, 
grounded in a participatory worldview…(and bringing) together action 
and reflection, theory and practice, in participation with others in the 
pursuit of practical solutions to issues of pressing concern to people, 
and more generally the flourishing of individual persons and 
communities.” (Reason and Bradbury, 2001). 
 
 Baum, MacDougall and Smith further distinguish that PAR is a reflective 
practice embedded in social relationships. 
“PAR seeks to understand and improve the world by changing it. At its 
heart is collective, self-reflective inquiry that researchers and 
participants undertake, so they can understand and improve upon the 
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practices in which they participate and the situations in which they find 
themselves. The reflective process is directly linked to action, 
influenced by understanding of history, culture, and local context and 
embedded in social relationships. The process of PAR should be 
empowering and lead to people having increased control over their 
lives.” (Baum, MacDougall and Smith, 2006). 
 
 Greenwood, et al., add in the collaborative and co-learning aspects of PAR 
that also go back to the roots of PAR as a tool of adult education. 
“Participatory action research is a form of action research in which 
professional social researchers operate as full collaborators with 
members of organizations in studying and transforming those 
organizations. It is an ongoing organizational learning process, a 
research approach that emphasizes co-learning, participation and 
organizational transformation.” (Greenwood, Whyte and Harkavy, 
1993). 
 
 Similarly to Greenwood, et. al, Udas places PAR within the realm of adult 
education but further adds clarification to the simultaneous role played by the 
researcher as a “facilitator/learner.” Udas’ definition also speaks to the equalization 
of power between the researcher and the participants by taking the facilitator/learner 
out of the role of “expert.” 
“Participatory action research is a proper subset of AR (action 
research). There are many forms of AR, only one of which is PAR. In 
PAR the researcher’s role goes beyond disconnected observer and 
reporter to facilitator and teacher, which participants are thought of as 
researchers as opposed to being the objects of research. The 
facilitator is an active agent in the inquiry process, facilitating and 
providing to participants knowledge, skills, and resources, but not 
decision-making. The researcher does not enter a local situation as an 
expert, but instead as a learner.” (Udas, 1998). 
 
 Chapter 1 of this thesis discussed ontological “what is” questions in 
quantitative research approaches versus the epistemological “what should be” types 
of questions asked in qualitative research approaches, Ozanne and Saatcioglu’s 
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definition of Participatory Action Research places PAR within both and grounds both 
ontological and epistemological perspectives within social theory. 
“Like interpretivists, action researchers assume that the social world 
we inhabit is co-created, context bound, relational, and situated. 
However, action researchers share with critical theorists the 
assumption of social reality as historically constructed. They assume 
that specific historical interests drive current social practices. Historical, 
reflective, and change-oriented methods are preferred since they 
reveal that current social practices are neither natural nor inevitable; 
society is a human construction to be critiqued and changed on the 
basis of more-inclusive interests. For action researchers, solutions to 
problems are negotiated among the interests of stakeholders with 
different power and resources. Thus, action researchers assume that 
knowledge is uncertain, evolving, contextual and value laden. Current 
knowledge represents our best efforts but will likely be revised. Action 
researchers value social theory that builds upon the understandings of 
practitioners but extends this knowledge toward new insights that can 
form the basis for social action that can improve practices.” (Ozanne 
and Saatcioglu, 2008). 
 
 Another aspect of PAR that makes it disruptive, besides its messy blend of 
blurred boundaries, is a sort of shunning of formality, particularly as it relates to how 
this collaborative, co-learned, socially-constructed reality is communicated.  
“PAR does not necessarily conform to established report-writing 
conventions, including the organization of an article with familiar 
sections such as procedures, instruments, data analysis, and results. 
PAR authors, then, are left largely up to their own devices with regard 
to how to guide readers through their discussion. This is absolutely not 
to suggest that PAR write-ups should be forced into a strict sequence 
of topics. One of the appealing aspects of the PAR literature is the 
creativity and passion of its authors and the rich narrative quality that 
many of them bring to their writing, which also allows community 
voices to emerge more authentically.” (Smith, Rosenzweig and 
Schmidt, 2010). 
 
 Narrative does not always fit well into either Community Development or 
Sociology as practiced in the community field. As we shall see in Chapter 3: 
Methods and Procedures, even a qualitative research project sometimes has to 
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reconstitute findings into quantifiable terms to be considered “valid” or “scientific.” 
However, as Bridger and Alter point out, too much is lost, the good and the bad, 
when all community research is reduced to numbers. 
“The appearance of necessity and inevitability is created by doing 
away with narrative. Narrativity is replaced with representationality, that 
is, with numbers, figures, charts, and graphs which create the 
appearance that science mirrors nature. Instead of using old-fashioned 
argument, sociology has increasingly embraced the use of figures and 
technical jargon that purports to depict the world as it is. By portraying 
issues and problems in seemingly objective and scientific terms, it is 
easy to lose sight of the fact that research findings are social 
constructions like other interventions in the world. And once this 
happens, bias, ideology, values, prejudices are effectively suppressed 
and hidden from view.” (Bridger and Alter, 2010). 
 
 Two important ways to have authentic stories to tell are models that make 
dialogue and conversation happen and consciously creating epistemological 
questions that allow people to articulate their opinions, perceptions, feelings, 
reactions, personal experiences, and anecdotal stories. To that end, Appreciative 
Inquiry remains one of the most popular organizing structures for dialogue to have 
emerged in recent years. 
Appreciative Inquiry 
 Appreciative Inquiry (AI) is a dialogue-based process tool developed by David 
Cooperrider and Suresh Srivastva at Case Western Reserve University in 1987. AI 
uses carefully framed and worded questions designed to help people think in 
positive terms. It also follows an organizational structure that moves a conversation 
from the largest possible construction of an issue, problem, or opportunity to a 
specific plan and a means of evaluating progress. This is how Cooperrider describes 
AI: 
	   48	  
“Appreciative Inquiry is about the co-evolutionary search for the best in 
people, their organizations, and the relevant world around them. In its 
broadest focus, it involves systematic discovery of what gives ‘life’ to a 
living system when it is most alive, most effective, and most 
constructively capable in economic, ecological, and human terms. AI 
involves, in a central way, the art and practice of asking questions that 
strengthen a system’s capacity to apprehend, anticipate, and heighten 
positive potential. It centrally involves the mobilization of inquiry 
through the crafting of the ‘unconditional positive question’ often 
involving hundreds or sometimes thousands of people. In AI the 
arduous task of intervention gives way to the speed of imagination and 
innovation; instead of negation, criticism, and spiraling diagnosis, there 
is discovery, dream, and design.” (Cooperrider and Whitney, 2005). 
 
 The AI process itself has several different variations in use, one of which has 
four steps and others with five or six distinct steps. Figures 8 and 9 show two of the 
most used Appreciative Inquiry processes for focus group conversations. 
 
 
Figure 8. Basic Appreciative Inquiry process 
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Figure 9. Six-step Appreciative Inquiry process 
 
 The central topic of conversation in an AI session is sometimes called the 
“positive change” or “affirmative purpose” or even “the provocative proposition.” 
Instead of starting with a discussion of a problem, the Discovery step focuses the 
conversation on what the group thinks is working well and what positive assets they 
have available to meet their challenges. The Dream step is similar to the creation of 
a vision statement where the group pictures the best possible outcome for what they 
are trying to achieve. With that vision in mind, the Design step walks the 
conversation into the area of possible solutions. The Delivery step starts pulling 
together the planning elements needed to implement change and the Debrief step 
allows the group to review what they have just accomplished. 
“The theoretical basis of the approach emerges from the field of social 
constructionism. Social constructionism examines how what we think 
and talk about determines what we care about and do. Thus, 
awareness of how we tell the stories about what is working well in 
communities is critical to learning how to make those communities 
even better. One way to think about this approach is that if we focus on 
problems, we create more problems. On the other hand, if we focus on 
solutions, we can create more solutions.” (Emery, Fey and Flora, 
2006). 
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 The AI approach intentionally focuses on the positive for the purpose of 
igniting creativity in crafting consensus rather than using consensus to minimize 
solutions. 
“We often speak of the desirability of reaching consensus in our public 
dialogue but perhaps this is too limited a goal. Consensus can ‘calm 
down’ rather than ‘fire up’ the aspirations of a community. Appreciative 
Inquiry creates a dialogic environment that excites the imagination. 
The robust dialogue of many voices is a welcome disturbance that can 
move our thinking to that borderland of stability-instability, order-chaos 
where our greatest creativity resides. The appreciative conversations 
that take place one to one, in small groups, and in ever-larger circles, 
serve to build trust and strengthen relationships allowing for the 
disruption of old patterns of thinking. This opens a pathway for new 
insights, new hope, and therefore new possibilities. We are better able 
to reach for these new possibilities when we are mindful of the 
successes we have had and of the strengths in our system.” (Finegold, 
Holland and Lingham, 2002). 
 
 Putting it into slightly more theoretical terms, Owen and Westoby, point out 
that conversations or dialogue are a fundamental component of community 
development.  
“The temporal space occupied by the dialogic partners has historically 
been defined by (Martin) Buber (1947) as a moment of deep ‘mutuality’ 
and for our purposes, an inspirational space where community 
development practitioners are able to transcend a purely professional 
orientation, by instead forging a shared understanding of concerns and 
aspirations in their neighborhoods.” (Owen and Westoby, 2011). 
 
 While Owen and Westoby’s “dialogic moments” are unplanned, the 
Appreciative Inquiry approach can more easily attain the transcendence they hope 
to stumble upon. All that remains to be done is creating the space for this 
transcendence to emerge. 
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The Conversational Space of Focus Groups and Key Informant Interviews 
 Focus groups create a physical environment for reflective dialogue, a means 
of managing conversations, a structured plan for gathering data and information, and 
a means of interpreting and analyzing the data. A typical focus group is a relatively 
small collection of individuals (5-20) who are assembled in a fairly informal or 
comfortable setting where they can see each other and respond to each other. The 
focus group is led by a moderator who uses a pre-determined set of questions. The 
moderator is often accompanied by a note-taker or recorder. The conversations in 
the focus group are often recorded (audio or video) for analysis. The participants are 
often assured of some type of anonymity in the final report of whatever research is 
being conducted. 
 Key Informant interviews are very similar in structure and design to a focus 
group with the exception that these are one-on-one conversations between the 
researcher and the informant. Key Informant interviews also use a pre-determined 
list of questions and the element of direct observation is also often present, but not 
always, as some key informant interviews may take place over the telephone where 
physical observation is not possible. Another difference between focus groups and 
key informant interviews lies in the selection of participants. Mikkelson (2005) 
contends that key informants are people who we “anticipate to have particular insight 
into or opinions about the topic under study.” Additionally, key informants can often 
be individuals in certain official positions who may have special knowledge they are 
not willing to share in a larger group setting. One-on-one interviews and anonymity 
help these individuals feel comfortable participating in the research objective. 
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 In deciding to use a focus group or key informant interview process, the first 
question that must be asked of the researcher is “What do you want to find out?” and 
then “How does this process enhance what can be known through other means or 
bring out what can’t be discovered using other tools?” While focus groups are 
planned conversations with a pre-determined list of questions, often crafted using 
techniques such as the “provocative proposition” of Appreciative Inquiry, the 
researcher also has to accept that they only have limited control over what happens 
once the focus group has begun. 
“Focus groups arguably provide researchers with more surprises than 
other types of research. Individuals who participate in focus group 
sessions aren’t restricted by the “A, B, C” choices provided by the 
typical survey researcher. Participants generally are allowed to say 
anything they’d like in focus group sessions. Focus groups therefore 
are considered to be naturalistic. The researcher listens not only for 
the content of focus group discussions, but for emotions, ironies, 
contradictions, and tensions. This enables the researcher to learn or 
confirm not just the facts (as in survey method), but the meaning 
behind the facts.” (Grudens-Shuck, Allen and Larson, 2004). 
 
 In this regard, a researcher conducting a focus group is also simultaneously 
employing a second form of qualitative research – direct observation. This direct 
observation has two roles: 1.) to aid in managing the conversation as it is happening 
and encouraging more open sharing; and 2.) recording physical cues such as body 
language, silences, and pauses. 
 These two forms of qualitative research also require the researcher to be 
comfortable with ambiguity, flexible, skilled at dialogue, and able to create safe 
spaces for the exchange of ideas that we’ve seen are important both for citizen 
participation and community engagement. Central to the notion of conversation is 
“talk.” Central to the notion of understanding is “listening.” 
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“How does one create safe places for discourse needed for widening 
community understanding? Who creates such opportunities? …The 
words discourse and discussion, though, hide the important work of 
listening. Listening provides the space in which to identify how people 
frame problems, to discover where common interests lie, where fear is, 
and where hope is. Forester’s (1999) deliberative practitioner is a 
professional skilled in developing such processes. Underlying these 
skills, though is an attitude of open-mindedness, an acceptance of 
uncertainty and lack of control, and a willingness to move beyond 
familiar categories to come to know community in process. This 
approach recognizes the power-sharing inherent in democracy.” 
(Domahidy, 2009). 
 
 Chapter 3 Methods and Procedures will go into far greater detail about focus 
groups, key informant interviews and survey tool construction as well as the analysis 
of data generated by these qualitative research methods. They are mentioned briefly 
here in the literature review specifically as they relate to the larger theoretical 
underpinnings of citizen participation and community engagement. 
Conclusion 
 This review of literature has not followed the conventional form of listing 
everything that has ever been written about one small part of a central hypothesis. 
What it has attempted to do is gather and present the best thinking about the role 
qualitative research methods can potentially play in the formation of community 
engagement. This started with broad definitions of citizen participation and 
community engagement, identifying those two concepts as the desired outcome of 
participatory democracy. The concept was then moved into a smaller geography – 
the community – by discussing social capital formation and the Community Capitals 
Framework. Having situated the topic of this research work in the community field, a 
link had to be established between qualitative research as a tool of community 
engagement and a larger research approach. To that end, Participatory Action 
	   54	  
Research was identified as an approach with the greatest likelihood of making the 
connection between research and engagement. With the approach identified, it was 
necessary to establish the tools needed to perform this task and the tools that were 
identified were Appreciative Inquiry and discourse-based qualitative research 
methods such as focus groups and key informant interviews.  
 Having examined what theorists and practitioners in the field say about these 
outcomes, frameworks, approaches and tools, we now come to the case of the 
“Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study which is the focus of this 
thesis. The remaining chapters will discuss the methodology and procedures that 
were used to create this study, the results of the qualitative portion of the study, and 
what this study suggests for using qualitative research methods as a tool of 
community engagement in future community-based research. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Overview 
 Iowa State University and Iowa State University Extension to Communities 
received a contract from the Iowa Department of Economic Development to develop 
a methodology communities can use to assess housing needs following natural 
disasters. Primary components of this research project were an economic impact 
analysis of the Iowa Floods of 2008 and the impact of the national recession on the 
speed of recovery; assessment of quantitative statistical data measuring the loss of 
housing and the types of replacement housing needed to meet expected community 
growth levels; Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping of planning scenarios; 
and development of a template that can be implemented by regional planning 
agencies and community leaders to address future disasters using best practices 
developed following the Floods of 2008. 
 The research project was augmented with three forms of qualitative research 
– focus groups, key informant interviews and an online survey. The first two forms of 
qualitative research provided context and meaning to the statistical data gathered 
using quantitative methods in that they tell the story, in the participants’ own words, 
of their communities’ experiences during the flood, in the days immediately following 
the flood, in the long months of recovery and particularly in their interactions with the 
variety of agencies and programs that comprised the tools these communities had at 
their disposal to undertake the work of long-term recovery. The online survey was a 
mixed method in that it asked for qualitative opinions and perspectives but then 
quantified the results in statistical form. Additionally, the online survey was another 
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form of participation, particularly for stakeholders who served more than one 
community, served a part or all of the effected region, or were remotely based in Des 
Moines. 
 The format of the entire project was as a “mixed methods” research design. 
The methods being “mixed” come from quantitative and qualitative forms of 
research. The extent to which a study can be considered “mixed” also must consider 
the extent to which the two components are conducted together (nested) or 
conducted independently and how the two streams of research are analyzed to 
inform final results. 
“Finally, a mixed methods approach is one in which the researcher 
tends to base knowledge claims on pragmatic grounds (e.g., 
consequence-oriented, problem-centered, and pluralistic). It employs 
strategies of inquiry that involve collecting data either simultaneously 
or sequentially to best understand the research problem. The data 
collection also involves gathering both numeric information (e.g., on 
instruments) as well as text information (e.g., on interviews) so that the 
final database represents both quantitative and qualitative information.” 
(Creswell, 2006, pg. 19) 
 
 The research design was created by a multi-disciplinary team. The Principal 
Investigator was Dr. Timothy Borich, Associate Dean of the Iowa State University 
College of Design and Director of the Iowa State University Extension and Outreach 
Community & Economic Development Program. The Co-Principal Investigator was 
Dr. Michael A. Carlson, a housing policy liaison on loan to Iowa State from the Iowa 
Finance Authority. The two principal investigators provided oversight and 
coordination of the entire research project. The economic impact assessment was 
designed by Liesl Eathington, assistant scientist in the ISU Department of 
Economics, and Dr. Dan Otto, professor of Economics at ISU and Associate Director 
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of the Iowa State University Extension and Outreach Community & Economic 
Development Program. The qualitative research components – the focus groups, 
key informant interviews and online survey tool – were designed by Abbie Gaffey, a 
community development program specialist in Iowa State University Extension and 
Outreach’s Community & Economic Development Program and Nora Ladjahasan, 
an assistant scientist in ISU’s Institute for Design Research and Outreach (IDRO). 
Dr. Monica Haddad, associate professor in the ISU College of Design’s Community 
and Regional Planning department, designed the archival documentary protocol. 
The Geographic Information System (GIS) research was designed by Alan Jensen, 
a geospatial technology program specialist with Iowa State University Extension and 
Outreach Community & Economic Development program. All members of the team 
had input on the design protocols proposed by the other researchers. 
 The research project was also assisted by six ISU Extension Community 
Development specialists who worked as field researchers primarily on the qualitative 
component. Some of the specialists served as focus group moderators and others 
served as note takers at the focus groups. Midway through the project, one of these 
specialists, Jane Goeken, joined the full research team to assist in key informant 
interviews, transcription and data analysis. Abbie Gaffey was responsible for 
collecting each team’s research and compiling it into what eventually became nine 
different reports – one final report and separate reports for each participating 
community. Gaffey was assisted by Sandra Oberbroeckling, a community relations 
specialist in Iowa State University Extension and Outreach’s Community & 
Economic Development program, who edited and designed the publications that 
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were disseminated to the public. The research team also included two graduate 
students who worked primarily with construction of maps and data gathering for the 
GIS component. 
 It is important to understand, in terms of how this research was conducted, 
that each piece of the research was happening simultaneously and that the team 
periodically met to “check in” on progress. In this way, what was being discovered 
quantitatively did not directly impact what was being discovered qualitatively until 
each individual stream of research started coming together into the final report. 
When the quantitative and qualitative streams of research started to merge, patterns 
and issues began to appear. 
 The remainder of this chapter will focus on the qualitative research design. 
We will discuss how questions were designed for focus groups, key informant 
interviews and the online survey; how stakeholders were identified and populated 
into focus groups, key informant interviews, or online survey pools; the development 
of the focus group protocols; development of the online survey tool; how the 
qualitative data was analyzed and finally how it was disseminated. 
 
Developing the qualitative questions 
 The first step in developing the qualitative research design was to identify a 
broad list of qualitative questions covering every aspect of the seven research 
questions the study was seeking to answer. This yielded a bank of 139 questions. 
The questions were sorted into nine categories: 1.) Overview questions; 2.) 
Planning, zoning and housing code questions; 3.) Public participation questions; 4.) 
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Housing choices questions; 5.) Local government operations questions; 6.) Business 
community questions; 7.) School Districts questions; 8.) Economic questions (retail, 
vacancy rates, valuations, workforce); and 9.) Policies and programs questions. 
Appendix 1 contains the list of questions and the categories used in the research 
design. 
 The research team then met and reviewed all of the questions in the question 
bank and selected which questions to use for the focus groups, which to use for key 
informant interviews and which could be reworked for the online survey.  A total of 
six questions were chosen for use in the focus groups as the maximum number of 
questions that could be sufficiently covered in a one-and-a-half to two-hour session. 
The objective of conducting focus groups was to provide a form of group 
engagement. The questions selected were designed to frame a conversation and 
the order of questions was selected to allow participants to ease into the topic and 
gradually go deeper into the issues with each succeeding question. The following 
questions were selected for the focus groups: 
Focus Group Questions 
1. What has been the greatest impact on the availability of housing 
  in your community as a result of the Floods of 2008? 
2. What populations have had the hardest time replacing the  
  housing they lost? 
3. What areas have you noticed developing faster than others and 
  what is it about those areas that may have presented an  
  attractive option for housing? 
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4. What types of incentives or programs do you think the State can 
  develop to meet the housing needs that haven’t been addressed 
  yet? 
5. What are some ways that people grieved the losses resulting 
  from the flood and what impact did the immediacy of their needs 
  have on your ability to help people plan for a sustainable future? 
6. What could have been done differently to make this recovery 
  process more responsive to your needs? 
 
 The next step was to review the list again and select the questions for the key 
informant interview process. Ten questions were selected. Because these were one-
on-one interviews, more questions could be used and were based on an hour-long 
(either face-to-face or telephone) conversation between the key informant and the 
interviewer. The objective of conducting key informant interviews was to provide 
another form of engagement. Some stakeholders, whose opinions were very 
valuable, may not have been able to attend a scheduled focus group session, may 
have been uncomfortable participating in that format, or more able to be candid 
privately. Question 10 is a “snowball question” asking the interviewee who else we 
should talk to for this research project. Our hope was to catch non-traditional leaders 
who may emerge at the time of a disaster and who often operate outside of formal 
leadership roles such as neighborhood groups. The following questions were 
chosen: 
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Key Informant Interview Questions 
1. What have been some of the challenges you have faced in meeting 
your community’s housing needs since the flood? 
2. Are there particular types of housing, specific neighborhoods, or 
certain price points, which have failed to develop through the 
private market to date? 
3. Were there particular populations or certain types of housing 
problems that you had difficulty solving using the programs that 
were made available to you? 
4. What kinds of problems did people have that you could NOT help 
them resolve? 
5. How well did your pre-flood plans, ordinances and building codes 
prepare your community for responding to the post-flood housing 
issues you have experienced? 
6. What role did your local elected leaders play in the flood recovery 
process? 
7. What types of public processes have you used since the flood to 
involve citizens in decision-making and planning for housing and 
neighborhoods? 
8. What types of barriers did you encounter in working with private 
businesses such as insurance companies, housing or real estate 
developers, realtors, and major employers in the flood recovery 
process? 
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9. What advice would you give to another City experiencing similar 
housing issues after a natural disaster? 
10. Who are three people you would recommend we speak with about 
housing issues this community has experienced following the 
Floods of 2008?  
 
 The remaining questions from the question bank were then reviewed a third 
time and questions were selected for the online survey. Because of the difference in 
formats, the questions for the online survey required substantial rewriting. The 
process of rewriting and restructuring the questions for the survey will be covered 
later in this section. 
 
Identifying stakeholders and populating focus groups, key informant interview 
and survey pools 
 The “Housing Needs After a Local Disaster” study was funded by the Iowa 
Department of Economic Development (IDED) (now known as the Iowa Economic 
Development Authority), the Iowa Finance Authority (IFA), and the Rebuild Iowa 
Office (RIO). RIO had been established as a short-term state level agency under the 
Iowa Department of Homeland Security to oversee recovery from the Iowa Floods of 
2008. It has since ceased operations. At the time that the study was funded, each of 
the three organizations provided contact lists for the groups of individuals they were 
interested in hearing from in the eight communities which the agencies had selected 
for participation in this study – Cedar Rapids, Charles City, Columbus Junction, 
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Coralville, Iowa City, Mason City, Waterloo and Waverly. These were the categories 
of individuals the three agencies felt were important to involve in the qualitative 
component of the research: 
 
• City administrators 
• City planners 
• Economic development professionals 
• School district officials 
• Public housing authority staff 
• City and County public works superintendents 
• Realtors 
• Bankers 
• County and City elected officials 
• Councils of Government (COGS) 
• Community Action Agencies (CAA) 
• Consumer Credit Counseling 
• Nonprofit agencies working in disaster relief efforts 
• County Emergency Management officials 
• Neighborhood groups 
 
 The contact lists generated by the three state agencies primarily consisted of 
their grantees. IDED’s list included nonprofit agencies receiving Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds and public housing projects using the 
	   64	  
Section 8 program. IFA’s list included recipients of Low Income Housing Tax Credit 
(LIHTC) program funds. RIO’s list included County Emergency Management officials 
and contacts for disaster relief agencies on their mailing list. A contact spreadsheet 
was created for each of the communities listing each of the categories.  
 The three state agency lists were merged into one list for each community in 
the study and duplicate contact information was eliminated. Columns for “focus 
group,” “key informant,” and “survey” were added to allow us to assign participants 
to groups. There were also columns to keep track of email and phone contacts and 
attendance or completion of their interview. Individuals on the lists were only used 
once – for example, if they attended a focus group, they did not receive the survey 
and were not interviewed individually. We started with the focus groups and used 
key informant interviews and the online survey to continue “catching” stakeholders 
through these other means of engagement. 
 Not all of the lists received from the three state agencies had individuals listed 
in each of the categories of participants they wished for us to include. This left many 
categories open to be populated. Each city’s municipal website was searched for 
contact information about their city administrators, City Council members, economic 
development department staff, community development and planning office staff, 
and public works department staff. Likewise, county websites were searched for 
contact information about the county managers, Board of Supervisor members, 
county-level economic development staff, and any public housing authority staff that 
may operate from a county-level/regional office.  
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 Contact information about economic development offices came from web 
search of Chambers of Commerce, Community Development Corporations, and 
economic development professional associations websites such as Professional 
Developers of Iowa (PDI). School district websites were searched for contact 
information for school superintendents, building-level principals, and counseling 
staff.  
 The online Yellow Pages were used to get a comprehensive list of realtors 
and banks and then those individual business websites were searched for contact 
information. 
 The Iowa Association of Regional Councils (IARC) website was searched for 
Council of Government executive directors and staff in the areas of community 
development, planning, housing, and economic development. The Iowa Community 
Action Association (ICAA) website was searched for contact information for 
executive directors and staff in emergency and transitional housing, credit 
counseling, and family services departments. 
 The most difficult categories to populate were the nonprofit agencies and 
neighborhood groups. Some of the typical types of nonprofit agencies we searched 
for included Habitat for Humanity chapters, United Way agencies, and anything with 
the title “community services” or “housing” in the name. Personal contact calls with 
knowledgeable parties in each of the cities, often staff of the Councils of 
Government, provided names for neighborhood group contacts, particularly for 
neighborhood groups or organizations such as churches that had taken an active 
role in disaster recovery. 
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 The focus groups had to happen on certain days and in certain places due to 
staffing and site availability so the focus groups were populated first. An email 
invitation was sent to the first two contacts in each of the priority categories with the 
request for the individuals to let us know if they could come to the focus group. 
Figure 10, below, shows the email text that was sent to individuals initially selected 
for focus group participation. 
 
Focus Group Email 
 
 
Hello!  
I’m contacting you on behalf of Iowa State University’s project related 
to housing needs assessment post a local disaster. 
 
This project is funded by IDED for the purpose of developing a 
methodology that examines housing needs in eight communities 
impacted by the Iowa Floods of 2008.  These communities include 
Mason City, Waterloo, Cedar Rapids, Iowa City, Coralville, Waverly, 
Columbus Junction and Charles City.  The study will identify gaps and 
spatial mismatches between household’s demand for replacement 
housing compared to the supply of housing the private market has 
produced since the flood.  
 
The results of this study will aid the Iowa Finance Authority, the Iowa 
Department of Economic Development and the Rebuild Iowa Office in 
developing policies, programs and incentives to fill the identified 
housing need gaps that the private market has not been able to satisfy 
and to evaluate how and where to target those investments to achieve 
optimal recovery of the housing market. 
 
As a representative of SEIRPC that is involved in housing issues in 
COLUMBUS JUNCTION,  I would invite you to join a focus group 
session that will be held at 1:30 P.M., WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 1, 
2010 AT THE ICN ROOM, COLUMBUS JUNCTION CITY HALL, 232 
2ND STREET, COLUMBUS JUNCTION. 
 
The focus group will only last for 1 to 1 ½ hours and you don’t have to 
answer any questions that make you uncomfortable. Your responses 
will be treated with high confidence and your identity will not be 
revealed in the report. The data will be presented in aggregate. 
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Will you be able to come to this focus group session? 
 ____ YES (please reply to this email) 
 ____ NO (please reply to this email) 
 
If you have any question regarding the project, please contact me.  
 
For any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-
related injury, please contact the IRB Administrator, (515) 294-4566, 
IRB@iastate.edu, or Director, (515) 294-3115, Office for Responsible 
Research, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50011. 
 
Thank you very much. 
 
Timothy Borich 
Associate Director 
Community Economic Development (Extension) 
borich@iastate.edu 
515-294-0220 
 
Figure 10. Focus group email notification sample 
 Not all of the first two individuals in each category were able to attend the 
focus group for their community due to scheduling conflicts. Those individuals were 
asked if they would be interested in participating in the study as key informants and 
interview times were scheduled with them at their convenience. Additionally, two 
sets of focus groups, in Iowa City and Coralville, had to be combined because there 
was too much overlap in the number of economic developers, Council of 
Governments, Community Action Agencies, nonprofit organizations and county 
officials serving both communities in this combined metropolitan area to warrant two 
separate groups. 
 Focus group sessions were held in Columbus Junction on September 1, 2010 
with 11 participants; September 9, 2010 in Waterloo with eight participants; Cedar 
Rapids on September 10, 2010 with four participants; Iowa City/Coralville 
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September 14, 2010 with 14 representatives; Waverly on September 14, 2010 with 
four participants; Charles City on September 15, 2010 with six participants; and 
Mason City on September 21, 2010 with nine participants for a total of 56 
participants. 
 Populating the lists for key informant interviews was the next task. After the 
focus groups were completed, we re-evaluated the contact list spreadsheets for 
each community and began to schedule interviews via phone and email contact 
using an email very similar to the one shown in Figure 10 above. Those whom we 
were unable to reach either through the focus group sessions or the key informant 
interview process then became the list for receipt of the online survey. The 
anonymous online survey tool was also sent to lists of individuals from IDED, IFA 
and RIO of their staff members working on flood recovery in field offices outside of 
the Des Moines area. Table 3, below, shows how the participants were sorted into 
the various pools by the type of qualitative method used to engage them in the study 
process. 
Type of Participant Focus 
Group Pool 
Key 
Informants 
Pool 
Online 
Survey Pool 
Total by 
Participant 
Type 
City 
Manager/Administrator 
5 2  7 
City Community 
Development or City 
Planning Department 
8 4 5 17 
School 
Superintendants 
 5 1 6 
Low Income Housing 
Provider 
6 6 4 16 
City Public Works 1 3  4 
Realtors 3 3  6 
Bankers 4 2 1 7 
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County Board of 
Supervisors 
2 3 1 6 
Community Action 
Agency 
2 4 2 8 
Nonprofit (human 
services, emergency 
services) 
4 6 5 15 
Consumer Credit 
Counseling Agency 
 2 1 3 
County Zoning 1  1 2 
City Elected Official 
(mayor or 
councilperson) 
 5 9 14 
Economic Developer 3 1  4 
Council of 
Government 
7 2 1 10 
Private housing 
provider/developer 
1 5 26 32 
Labor Council  1 1 2 
County Emergency 
Management 
1 2  3 
Citizen/Volunteer 1 1  2 
Total by Method 
Type 
49 57 58  
 
Table 3. Types of participants sorted by method of engagement 
 
Focus group protocol 
 The “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study, as mentioned 
in the introduction, sought and obtained an ISU Institutional Review Board approval. 
The IRB process required pre-submission of all tools and protocols that would be 
used with participants in the qualitative portion of the study. To that end, a signed 
Informed Consent document was required from each participant. Appendix 2 shows 
the Informed Consent document that was used for this study. 
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 Each of the focus groups were conducted by a two-person team. One person 
served as the moderator and the other served as the note-taker. Five Iowa State 
University Extension and Outreach community development specialists, the project 
PI, the project Co-PI, and the Extension architecture specialist were on the team 
conducting the focus groups. A written protocol was provided to each of the 
moderators and note-takers. Additionally, a conference call was held with the team 
to provide instructions, training, and to answer questions about the process. Figure 
11, below, is the protocol that was provided to the moderators and note-takers to 
guide them in conducting their focus groups. 
 
Post-Flood Housing Recovery Focus Group 
 
Context 
 
Iowa State University and Iowa State University Extension are 
conducting this housing research project. It is funded by the Iowa 
Department of Economic Development and is part of a collaborative 
effort with the Iowa Finance Authority and the Rebuild Iowa Office. The 
purpose of the study is to provide data and analysis documenting the 
extent to which housing has recovered following the Iowa Floods of 
2008. The information gained will help the State identify the remaining 
gaps in housing that can be addressed with financial assistance, 
incentives, programs, rules or policies. Eight cities are participating in 
this study: Columbus Junction, Charles City, Coralville, Cedar Rapids, 
Iowa City, Mason City, Waterloo and Waverly.  
 
You have been chosen to participate in this focus group because in 
your various capacities, you have witnessed both the Flood and the 
recovery process. Your opinions are valuable to provide context at the 
community level. We are recording this focus group so we can prepare 
transcripts but your answers will be reported anonymously and 
aggregated with the responses from participants in the other cities. 
Please understand that you are free to NOT answer any question that 
makes you feel uncomfortable. 
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Introductions 
 
Many of you probably already know each other, but let’s go around the 
table and introduce ourselves and say what organization we each 
represent? My name is _____________, I represent ISU, and I will be 
the facilitator today. This is ____________, also with ISU, and he/she 
will be taking notes. 
 
Questions  
 
1. What has been the greatest impact on the availability of housing 
in  your community as a result of the Floods of 2008? 
 
2. What populations have had the hardest time replacing the 
housing  they lost? 
 
3. What parts of your community have you noticed developing 
faster  than others since the flood of 2008, and what is it about those 
 areas that may have presented an attractive option for housing? 
 
4. What types of additional incentives or programs do you think the 
 State can develop to meet the housing needs resulting from the 
 flood that haven’t been addressed yet? 
 
5. What did the immediacy of people’s housing needs following the 
 flood of 2008 have on your ability to help people plan for a 
 sustainable future? 
 
6. What could have been done differently to make this recovery 
 process more responsive to your needs? 
a. Local level? 
b. Regionally? 
c. State level? 
 
7. Who are three people you would recommend we speak with 
about  housing issues this community has experienced following the 
 Floods of 2008?  
 
Thank You 
 
Thank you for participating in this focus group. There will also be an 
electronic survey distributed to individuals from here and other people 
will be interviewed for more information in the coming months. We very 
much appreciate your time today and thank you for your hospitality. 
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NOTE TO FACILITATORS: 
Please record your focus group sessions on your digital recorders and 
turn them in to Nora Ladjahasan on your next trip to campus (can 
leave them with Cindy). You will receive a list of expected attendees at 
the session you are facilitating as well as directions to the site and any 
parking information you may need. For questions call Abbie at 712-
539-1169. 
 
NOTE TO NOTETAKERS: 
The kind of notes we are looking for are observations and highlights of 
the discussion. Please listen for quotes you think are interesting or 
provide good information. You do not need to provide a transcript or 
extensive verbatim information. Type up your notes and submit them to 
Abbie before October 15 and call Abbie at 712-539-1169 if you have 
any questions. 
 
Figure 11. Facilitation protocol 
 In a perfect world, one two-person team of researchers would have 
conducted all of the focus groups to maintain internal consistency in note taking. The 
different styles of note-taking adopted on the fly in the focus groups made data 
transcription and analysis an arduous task. There will be further discussion of this 
issue in the section regarding data analysis. 
 
Online Survey Tool 
  The final component of the qualitative research methodology used in the 
“Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study was an online survey 
administered using the commercial Survey Monkey product. The online survey 
became a third way of capturing input from participants who were unavailable for 
focus groups and key informant interviews, as well as a way to capture some 
thinking on many of the questions remaining in the “question bank” developed for the 
research. Additionally, the online survey tool became a way to reach out to 
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individuals from the various stakeholder categories who served more than one of the 
eight cities in their roles as regional professionals.  
 Similar to the protocols developed for the focus groups and key informant 
interviews, the online survey also contained Informed Consent language. Survey 
respondents were asked to “click” their consent in order to advance the screen to the 
survey questions. Appendix 3 contains the questions that were asked on the online 
survey. 
 
Data Analysis 
Focus Groups 
 The analysis of the focus group and key informant data was a multi-step 
process that included: 1.) transcription to put all textual data into a consistent format; 
2.) an initial content analysis consisting of a very thorough reading of all texts; 3.) 
development of several coding systems by key themes and frequency of response; 
4.) analyzing data by City and aggregated by region; and 5.) drawing conclusions. 
The data analysis process was consistent with recommended protocols for 
qualitative data analysis. Drawing conclusions was done consistent with the 
approach of participatory action research as described by Creswell, below. 
“A final step in data analysis involves making an interpretation or 
meaning of the data. ‘What were the lessons learned’ captures the 
essence of this idea. These lessons could be the researcher’s personal 
interpretation, couched in the individual understanding that the inquirer 
brings to the study from her or his own culture, history, and 
experiences, It could also be a meaning derived from a comparison of 
the findings with information gleaned from the literature or extant 
theories. In this way, authors suggest that the findings confirm past 
information or diverge from it. It can also suggest new questions that 
need to be asked-questions raised by the data and analysis that the 
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inquirer had not foreseen earlier in the study. One way ethnographers 
can end a study…is to ask further questions. The questioning 
approach is also used in advocacy and participatory approaches to 
qualitative research. Moreover, when qualitative researchers use a 
theoretical lens, they can form interpretations that call for action 
agendas for reform and change. Thus, interpretation in qualitative 
research can take many forms, be adapted for different types of 
designs, and be flexible to convey personal, research-based, and 
action meanings.” (Creswell, 2006)  
 
 Analysis of the data from the focus groups was a time-consuming task. After 
completion of all of the focus groups, note-takers turned in their digital recordings 
and hard-copy notes. The notes were not all of equal depth. Some note-takers 
summarized using bullet points. Others provided excellent quotations. Still others 
had almost complete transcripts. Some hard copy notes were in Word and others 
were in Excel. The first task was to prepare a set of verbatim transcripts for content 
analysis in a consistent fashion. This necessitated listening to 12 hours of focus 
group digital recordings, comparing them to the hard-copy notes provided and 
augmenting where necessary to capture the spirit and intent of the conversations. 
 With a completed set of transcripts, the next task was to read each transcript 
thoroughly and identify key themes and variations on the themes where word 
choices were similar but not identical. I did this by creating a coding system for 
responses and maintaining a “tick sheet” that I manually populated. There are 
commercial software products available, such as NVIVO, that do this same process 
and they use essentially the same methodology that I used by hand. The key 
themes for each city were identified for each question asked at the focus group 
sessions. The next step was the aggregate the key themes information for all 
communities for each question asked at the focus group sessions. This level of 
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content analysis was done to identify significant differences in response at the city 
level and then to have an aggregation available to make some generalizations. 
 The second level of analysis conducted was a frequency of response 
technique. The intention in this level of analysis is to create a way to transform 
responses to a numerical level for comparison. This was done using a “tick sheet” of 
the key themes. Again, data was sorted into city-level responses and then 
aggregated by question asked at the focus group session to produce a series of 
charts identifying the highest numbers of responses. Only responses that generated 
more than one comment were included. Table 4, below, is an example of one of the 
charts created from the aggregated data combining all cities responses to the 
question “What could have been done differently to make this recovery process 
more responsive to your needs?” In comparison to all responses generated with 
more than one comment, clearly the top three answers of “Have programs in place 
before rolling them out,” “Lack of information about programs available” and 
“Instructions, guidelines and training are needed” emerged as top concerns. This will 
be discussed more fully in Chapter 4 Results, but is provided here as an example of 
how the data analysis was conducted. 
 
Number of 
Responses 
Statement in answer to “What could have been done 
differently?” 
11 Have programs in place before rolling them out 
8 Lack of information about programs available 
7 Instructions, guidelines and training is needed 
6 Inconsistent information 
6 Need single point of contact/one-stop center 
5 Focus on immediate needs first and long-term recovery after 3-4 
months 
5 Constant rule changes 
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5 Lack of responsiveness from FEMA staff 
5 Ongoing training needed for disaster response (with 
exercises/practice sessions) 
4 Recognize rural/urban differences (ex. Property values, cost of 
construction) 
4 Communication with “Des Moines”/need for Governor to act as 
intercessor 
4 Transient FEMA staff lacked training 
3 Have program rules, terms, bidding procedures and paperwork in 
place before disasters 
3 Local political problems got in the way 
3 Expectation management (ex. Length of time to receive 
assistance, long-term nature of recovery) 
3 Complicated paperwork 
3 Need emergency response team at State level 
3 Need database of programs to make quicker eligibility 
determinations 
3 Understanding FEMA program rules 
3 Difficulties coordinating multiple agencies involved 
3 Safety of entering flooded buildings 
3 Some people held out waiting for “better” programs 
3 Local cooperation was good 
2 Difficulty determining eligible expenses 
2  “Knee jerk” programs 
2 Guidance needed on how to start both disaster response and 
disaster recovery 
2 Need for outreach work 
2 Use regional offices 
2 Training needed in demolition, asbestos, contractor oversight 
2 Getting houses out of floodplains 
2 Getting debris out quickly was a lesson learned 
2 Programs were not user-friendly to clients 
2 Moldy basements will be a problem in the future 
2 Help people help themselves (build local capacity) 
2 Let Entitlement Cities work directly with HUD and COGs with State 
2 Dealing with people who started work on their home before 
making FEMA application or getting building permits 
2 Need flexible timelines on programs 
 
Table 4. Example of focus group aggregated data by question 
 A series of charts such as the one above were created for each question by 
city and aggregated by each question to record all answers. 
	   77	  
 
Key Informants 
 A total of 43 key informant interviews were conducted: Seven from Cedar 
Rapids, five from Charles City, three from Columbus Junction, three from Iowa 
City/Coralville, nine from Mason City, five from Waterloo, and 11 from Waverly. 
Three researchers (Gaffey, Goeken and Carlson) conducted the interviews between 
October of 2010 and January of 2011. Given the note-taking experience of the focus 
groups, the three researchers developed a template for note-taking to provide better 
consistency. Additionally, note taking proved to be easier on one-on-one interviews 
because less time was needed to identify who was saying what. 
 Again, verbatim transcripts of all interviews were prepared. The transcripts 
were then thoroughly read and key themes were identified by city and then 
aggregated by question using the same process as that described for the focus 
group analysis. With key themes identified, the next step was to conduct a frequency 
of response analysis using the key themes as a “tick sheet.” This resulted in a series 
of charts for each question. Table 5 is an example of a chart produced using this 
method in answer to the question “What role did your local elected officials play in 
the flood recovery process?” The top two answers reveal high praise for how local 
officials performed in the days and months following the Iowa Floods of 2008. 
 
Statement: What role did your local elected 
officials play in the flood recovery process? 
Frequency Cities 
They were very involved, very active, tireless, 
tremendous 
12 CC, CR, CR, CJ, 
CJ, CJ, WY, MC, 
MC, MC, WO, 
WO 
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Communicating 11 CR, CR, WY, WY, 
IC, MC, MC, MC, 
MC, MC 
Meetings about buyout process 5 WY, WY, WY, 
WY, WY 
Coordinated efforts, pulled departments 
together 
3 MC, WO, WO 
They were at meetings and in neighborhoods 3 CC, MC, MC 
Designated area of town for buy-out 2 CC, CR 
Filling sandbags, getting people out of and into 
homes 
2 CC, MC 
Information resource 2 CC, MC 
Emergency policy-making role, guiding policy 2 WY, IC 
Playing role to mitigate future flooding 2 WY, MC 
Relief shelters established, water provided 2 MC, MC 
Very visible  CC 
Allowed department heads to run departments  CC 
Encouraging reinvestment  CR 
Made programs and themselves accessible  CR 
Policies hindered ability to respond, not people  CR 
Staff played greater role than elected officials  REG 
Original process right, but too slow, tedious; 
new people more entrepreneurial, but fights 
because different perspectives 
 CR 
Proactive with grant dollars  CR 
Mayor did not like buyout idea  CJ 
Not proactive to reach out to coalition  WY 
Prioritized flood recovery for staff  MC 
Own agency had inadequate insurance 
coverage to cover losses 
 MC 
City staff established disaster recovery 
headquarters, communication plan 
 MC 
Got dirty, made sure programs worked and 
communicated about, advocated for community 
in Des Moines 
 MC 
Linn County serving as grantee for region  REG 
 
Table 5. Example of key informant interview aggregated data by question 
 
Online Survey 
 The online survey was distributed on December 16, 2010 with a follow-up 
email to non-respondents on January 3, 2011. The overall response rate was 50% 
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(41.9% for the local sample and 53.8% for the IFA, RIO and IDED statewide 
stakeholders). The survey data was originally analyzed using the statistical software 
built into the Survey Monkey program’s reporting tools. Due to the low number of 
completed surveys from some cities, a second round of statistical analysis was done 
adding weights to the data to minimize underrepresentation from other cities. 
Weighting was based on having at least 10 samples from each of the eight cities; 
that is, each of the responses was weighted as if it were answered by 10 
respondents to make up for differences in the sample size. This resulted in a series 
of charts and graphs that were created to represent the answers to the survey 
questions. 
 
Dissemination Methods 
 One other methodology needs to be briefly discussed and this is in regard to 
how the results of this research project were disseminated to the participating cities, 
the individuals who participated in focus groups, key informant interviews, the three 
sponsoring agencies, and the public at large. 
 A full written report was published and circulated. It was also made available 
in an online format. 
 Individual city level reports were prepared and distributed to stakeholders 
identified in each of the eight cities. 
 Conference presentations and workshops were held as part of the Iowa 
Finance Authority’s Annual Housing Conference in Des Moines on September 8, 
2011 in Des Moines, Iowa. The conference was attended by housing professional, 
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real estate developers, and planning staff from communities throughout Iowa. A two-
hour workshop by members of the project team was presented to provide instruction 
in methods of assessing housing needs following a local disaster. 
 A four-hour workshop was conducted in Ames at the ISU Research Park for 
staff of the Councils of Government working in the eight communities studied. Again, 
instruction was provided in methods of assessing housing needs and each COG 
received the publications with study data regarding the communities in their region. 
 At this time, there have been no academic journal articles submitted 
regarding this project to disseminate this learning to the larger academic community, 
but that may yet happen. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
Overview 
 In the introduction to this thesis, the 2011 “Housing Needs Assessment After 
a Local Disaster” study was described in some detail. The introduction described the 
commissioning of the study, the eight cities chosen to participate, a map of where 
those cities are located along the Cedar and Iowa Rivers in eastern Iowa, the seven 
primary research questions the study sought to answer, the mixed-methods 
approach that was designed to conduct the study, the five key findings of the whole 
study, and the role of the qualitative portion of the study. Examples from the 
qualitative portion of the study were cited showing how local governments relied on 
passive forms of communication and how information about recovery programs often 
failed to reach local leaders.  
 The Literature Review built upon the theme of better communication by 
illustrating the difference between the formal forms of citizen participation and the 
social capital based forms of community engagement. The Literature Review also 
shows how the dialogue-generating capacity of qualitative research methods, 
including Appreciative Inquiry, could more fully engage post-disaster communities in 
research designed using a Participatory Action Research model.  
 The Methods and Procedures section then demonstrated how the qualitative 
research component of the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” was 
constructed, executed and analyzed. 
 This section is not intended to provide all of the results of all components of 
the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study. In essence, the 
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results aren’t about the Iowa Floods of 2008. They aren’t even about housing needs 
assessment after local disasters. The results are really about using qualitative 
research methodologies as tools of meaning-making, community engagement and 
reflection versus their traditional role as just context-setting for parts of larger 
studies.  
 This hypothesis will be demonstrated by showing how the qualitative 
component of the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study was 
indeed used to provide context to the larger study, particularly as it related to the 
disparity between how local residents perceived the loss of housing and population 
following the Iowa Floods of 2008 compared to the statistical findings from the 
economic impact portion of the study. The bridge between context-setting and 
meaning-making will be illustrated using the example of how “communication 
problems” emerged in the qualitative research findings that indicated how those 
communication problems led to program delivery difficulties and the general lack of 
capacity in outreach and case management services -- itself an indicator of 
ineffective, one-way communication. Finally, an analysis will be made of some of the 
very rich data that emerged in the qualitative research process that leads us to 
believe that these tools could be effective forms of both community engagement and 
Participatory Action Research if properly deployed to meet the objectives of the 
research itself and the community’s need for cathartic reflection. 
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Qualitative methods as context-setting 
 Qualitative research methods can be used to provide context to quantitative 
research data. This was true in the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local 
Disaster” study. There were several good examples of how the participants in the 
focus groups, key informant interviews and online survey held perceptions that 
turned out to be in opposition to the statistical findings of the economic impact 
assessment:  
1.) Participants perceived a far greater loss of housing units and the impact of that 
loss on availability of housing in non-flood-impacted portions of their community than 
the statistical data showed; and 2.) Participants perceived that citizens had moved 
away from their communities due to the floods. 
 Looking first at housing loss versus perception of the impact of housing loss, 
obviously, there was a loss of housing in all of the communities caused by the 
floods. This was definitely visible to the naked eye in each of these communities. It 
still is. However, the answers given in focus groups, key informant interviews and 
the online survey indicated a perception that the loss of houses had a far greater 
impact on the availability of housing than statistical analysis showed. Additionally, 
there is a disparity between what participants said regarding the availability of 
housing in the focus groups and key informant interviews compared to the online 
survey results. Here is how the matter of housing loss was covered in the economic 
impact section of the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study: 
 “Table 7 shows the results of a modeling scenario for the study 
communities. In this scenario, each community’s workforce size was 
changed by an amount equal to their actual workforce gain or loss from 
2007-2009. These values, obtained directly from U.S. Census Bureau 
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Local Employment Dynamics data, are shown in Column 1. Column 2 
shows the predicted change in overall housing demand obtained from 
Equation 1 in the model. Column 3 shows the predicted change in 
vacant housing units obtained from Equation 2. Subtracting the change 
in vacant units from the overall demand change yields the expected 
net demand for new housing units, shown in Column 4.  
 The expected demand for new housing units was positive in four 
of the study communities:  Cedar Rapids, Columbus Junction, 
Coralville, and Iowa City. The model predicted that a fraction of the 
new demand would be met by available vacant units; however, some 
new construction was expected in all four communities. The highest 
level of activity was expected in Cedar Rapids, where strong 
employment growth led to an estimated demand for 1,616 new housing 
units. The model predicted that six new units would be required to 
meet new housing demand in Columbus Junction. Growth in Iowa City 
and Coralville translated into an expected demand for 1,315 new units 
in the two areas combined.   
 The estimated net demand for new housing units in Charles 
City, Mason City, and Waverly was zero. These cities experienced 
workforce declines from 2007-2009, resulting in lower overall demand 
for housing and expected increases in the number of vacant units.   
Table	  7	  
Study	  City	   Change	  in	  number	  
of	  employed	  
residents	  
Change	  in	  housing	  
units	  demanded	  
Change	  in	  number	  
of	  vacant	  units	  
Net	  new	  housing	  
demand	  
Cedar	  Rapids	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2,272	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1,767	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (151)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1,616	  	  
Charles	  City	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (26)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (25)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  25	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  -­‐	  	  	  	  
Columbus	  
Junction	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (1)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  6	  	  
Coralville	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  312	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  235	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (20)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  215	  	  
Iowa	  City	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1,003	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  862	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (73)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  789	  	  
Mason	  City	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (1,047)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (810)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  810	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  -­‐	  	  	  	  
Waterloo	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (437)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (353)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  353	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  -­‐	  	  	  	  
Waverly	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (48)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (35)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  35	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  -­‐	  	  	  	  	  
The results of the modeling exercise suggest that the effects of the national 
recession may have mitigated post-disaster housing needs in the study 
communities. Workforce declines in several communities likely reduced local 
occupancy rates, thus increasing the supply of housing units available to 
residents displaced by flooding.” (ISUEO, 2011, pp. E-13-14).  
 
 Now let’s look at how the focus group participants responded to the question 
“What has been the greatest impact on the availability of housing in your community 
as a result of the Iowa Floods of 2008?” The five highlighted responses in Table 6, 
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below, indicate that participants felt there had been a significant loss of housing of all 
kinds but particularly affordable housing (owner and rental) and that there were 
problems absorbing displaced households into existing housing stock (20 
responses). Only two respondents said there was housing available in their 
communities. 
 
Number of 
Responses 
Statement: “What has been the greatest impact on the 
availability of housing in your community as a result of the 
Iowa Floods of 2008?” 
10 Loss of housing (all price points, owner-occupied and rental) 
5 Where has the population gone? 
4 Loss of businesses 
3 Availability of affordable housing under $100,000 
3 Lack of assistance for landlords 
3 Absorbing flood victims in existing housing stock 
3 Population moving to other communities in the region 
3 More people moving into mobile homes 
3 Need for data regarding what is a flood impact versus what is an 
overall economy impact 
3 People “doubling up” with family and friends 
3 Basements not covered by flood program 
3 Number of people who repaired and stayed in homes located in 
floodplain 
2 Loss of households’ investments in housing 
2 People were able to get into better homes 
2 Down payment assistance was helpful 
2 Upside down mortgages/foreclosures 
2 Loss of rental and low-income units 
2 Lack of development of new affordable multifamily housing 
2 Difficulties of proving eligibility for assistance programs 
2 Elderly impacted the most 
2 Individuals were not able to purchase their FEMA trailers 
2 There are housing units available 
2 There are still people who have not cleaned up their houses 
 
Table 6. Focus group perception of housing loss 
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 Key Informants were asked a similar question: “What have been some of the 
challenges you have faced in meeting your community’s housing needs since the 
flood?” All three highlighted statements (21 responses) in Table 7, below, indicate a 
perceived loss of housing.  
  
Statement Frequency Cities 
Displaced people 7 CC, CC, CC, CJ, 
WY, MC, MC 
Finding temporary rental housing for 
dislocated families 
6 CC, WY, CJ, IC, 
MC, MC 
Time involved in educating people, City staff 
about options, programs 
5 CC, WY, WY, CJ, 
WO 	  
Need for affordable quality rental houses 
(single family), units 
4 CR, MC, MC, WO 
Delays with buy-outs, tearing down buy-out 
homes 
4 CC, WY, MC 
People moving back into damaged houses 2 CC, WY 
Helping repair homes 2 CC, MC 
Mold clean-up and identification of mold issues 2 CC, MC 
Difficulty finding/contacting people who moved 
out of damaged housing units 
2 CC, MC 
Dealing with families that had difficulties 
financially 
2 CC, CR 
Lack of availability of affordable lots 2 CR, CR 
Loss of starter homes in older neighborhoods 2 CR, WY 
Processes – lead removal, SHPO, JumpStart 
rules changes, duplication of effort 
documentation needed for FEMA/HUD 
2 CR, WO 
Finding immediate temporary housing 2 CJ, MC 
Finding available housing for rent or purchase 2 CJ, WY 
Finding affordable housing not in floodplain 2 WY, CJ 
Shortage of affordable, accessible housing for 
low-income elderly 
2 MC, MC 
Flood insurance too expensive to buy home in 
floodplain 
1 WY 
Need for inflatable dam/flood prevention; no 
guarantee will help south part of community 
1 WY 
Coordinating assistance through various 
programs, providers 
1 CC 
Getting buy-out properties torn down 1 CC 
	   87	  
Protecting community from flooding again 1 CC 
Some people will not look at properties in 
floodplain  
1 CC 
People had to make long-term decisions 
before knew details of buy-out 
1 CC 
Credit issues for some affected by flood and 
recession 
1 CR 
Multiple families living in one household 1 CR 
Communication/information 1 CR 
Amount of time it took 1 CR 
Involving realtors on housing commission 1 CR 
Connecting housing assistance programs with 
actual flood victims 
1 REG 
Ramping up organization to meet housing 
needs 
1 CR 
Doing rehab work, which is relatively new to 
group  
1 CR 
Getting over the trauma 1 CJ 
Trying to circumvent FEMA buyout for people 
who wanted to stay  
1 CJ 
FEMA plans, but no implementation 1 CJ 
Insurance problems 1 WY 
Clients’ lack of knowledge of FEMA benefits 1 WY 
IDED timeliness issue 1 WY 
People’s lack of understanding regarding 
floodplain damage requirements, required 
permits 
1 WY 
Occupied nearly all of staff person’s time for 
past two years 
1 WY 
Future use of property from buyout 1 WY 
Affordable housing adjacent to Wartburg 
campus – and not in floodplain – for students 
1 WY 
Some staff moved away due to loss of LMI 
starter housing 
1 WY 
Need for more very low-cost apartments for 
elderly and disabled individuals 
1 IC 
Need more help with food costs 1 IC 
Many flood-impacted IC residents moved to 
North Liberty or Coralville due to cheaper 
housing prices there 
1 IC 
Shortage of accessible single-family housing 
for elderly 
1 IC 
Shortage of affordable, single-family housing 
for low-income individuals 
1 MC 
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Repairing homes, particularly when elderly 
could not move out during repairs 
1 MC 
City water supply contaminated during flood, 
shut down for roughly five days 
1 MC 
Loss of assessed value 1 MC 
Finding out who owned homes 1 MC 
Waiting list for public housing; need more 
housing for low-income residents 
1 MC 
Family financial pressures impact kids at 
school 
1 MC 
Identifying damaged properties 1 WO 
Identifying impacted families that were eligible 
for specific program 
1 WO 
On-going need for safe, sanitary, decent 
affordable rental housing 
1 WO 
 
Table 7. Key Informant perception of housing loss 
 Figure 13 below are the online survey responses to the question “Housing 
availability in my community: decreased, stayed the same, increased, don’t know. 
The results are that 14.7% thought there was less housing, 23.5% thought it had 
stayed the same, 50% thought it had increased after the flood, and 11.8% didn’t 
know. 
 Keeping Figure 13 in mind, here is another perceptual disparity regarding the 
loss of population following the Iowa Floods of 2008 that was in variance with the 
statistical conclusions of the economic impact assessment. Figure 13 shows that 
20% of respondents to the online survey felt they had suffered a population loss, 
13.3% said the population stayed the same, 20% said they felt the population had 
increased after the floods and 46.7% said they didn’t know whether population had 
increased or not.  
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Figure 12. Survey results regarding housing availability and population loss 
 
Number of 
Responses 
Statement: “What has been the greatest impact on the 
availability of housing in your community as a result of the 
Iowa Floods of 2008?” 
10 Loss of housing (all price points, owner-occupied and rental) 
5 Where has the population gone? 
4 Loss of businesses 
3 Availability of affordable housing under $100,000 
3 Lack of assistance for landlords 
3 Absorbing flood victims in existing housing stock 
3 Population moving to other communities in the region 
3 More people moving into mobile homes 
3 Need for data regarding what is a flood impact versus what is an 
overall economy impact 
3 People “doubling up” with family and friends 
3 Basements not covered by flood program 
3 Number of people who repaired and stayed in homes located in 
floodplain 
2 Loss of households’ investments in housing 
2 People were able to get into better homes 
2 Down payment assistance was helpful 
2 Upside down mortgages/foreclosures 
2 Loss of rental and low-income units 
2 Lack of development of new affordable multifamily housing 
0.0	  
10.0	  
20.0	  
30.0	  
40.0	  
50.0	  
Decreased	   Stayed	  the	  
same	  
Increased	   Do	  not	  
know	  
Mean	  
value	  
20.0%	  
13.3%	  
20.0%	  
46.7%	  
1.99	  
14.7%	  
23.5%	  
50.0%	  
11.8%	  
2.4	  
PopulaRon	  
Housing	  
Availability	  
	   90	  
2 Difficulties of proving eligibility for assistance programs 
2 Elderly impacted the most 
2 Individuals were not able to purchase their FEMA trailers 
2 There are housing units available 
2 There are still people who have not cleaned up their houses 
 
Table 8. Focus group perception of population loss 
 
 Table 8, above, is the same as Table 6 showing the responses to the focus 
group question “What has been the greatest impact on the availability of housing in 
your community as a result of the Iowa Floods of 2008?” this time highlighting 
responses regarding loss of population. While fewer people said there had been a 
loss of population than said there had been a loss of housing, it was still the second 
most frequently cited response (8 responses).  
 Table 9, below, is the same as Table 7 showing the responses to the key 
informant interview question: “What have been some of the challenges you have 
faced in meeting your community’s housing needs since the flood?” This time there 
were only two responses statements (2 total responses) that subscribed to the 
notion that there had been population loss in their community.  
 
Statement Frequency Cities 
Displaced people 7 CC, CC, CC, CJ, 
WY, MC, MC 
Finding temporary rental housing for 
dislocated families 
6 CC, WY, CJ, IC, 
MC, MC 
Time involved in educating people, City staff 
about options, programs 
5 CC, WY, WY, CJ, 
WO 
Need for affordable quality rental houses 
(single family), units 
4 CR, MC, MC, WO 
Delays with buy-outs, tearing down buy-out 
homes 
4 CC, WY, MC 
People moving back into damaged houses 2 CC, WY 
Helping repair homes 2 CC, MC 
Mold clean-up and identification of mold issues 2 CC, MC 
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Difficulty finding/contacting people who moved 
out of damaged housing units 
2 CC, MC 
Dealing with families that had difficulties 
financially 
2 CC, CR 
Lack of availability of affordable lots 2 CR, CR 
Loss of starter homes in older neighborhoods 2 CR, WY 
Processes – lead removal, SHPO, JumpStart 
rules changes, duplication of effort 
documentation needed for FEMA/HUD 
2 CR, WO 
Finding immediate temporary housing 2 CJ, MC 
Finding available housing for rent or purchase 2 CJ, WY 
Finding affordable housing not in floodplain 2 WY, CJ 
Shortage of affordable, accessible housing for 
low-income elderly 
2 MC, MC 
Flood insurance too expensive to buy home in 
floodplain 
1 WY 
Need for inflatable dam/flood prevention; no 
guarantee will help south part of community 
1 WY 
Coordinating assistance through various 
programs, providers 
1 CC 
Getting buy-out properties torn down 1 CC 
Protecting community from flooding again 1 CC 
Some people will not look at properties in 
floodplain  
1 CC 
People had to make long-term decisions 
before knew details of buy-out 
1 CC 
Credit issues for some affected by flood and 
recession 
1 CR 
Multiple families living in one household 1 CR 
Communication/information 1 CR 
Amount of time it took 1 CR 
Involving realtors on housing commission 1 CR 
Connecting housing assistance programs with 
actual flood victims 
1 REG 
Ramping up organization to meet housing 
needs 
1 CR 
Doing rehab work, which is relatively new to 
group  
1 CR 
Getting over the trauma 1 CJ 
Trying to circumvent FEMA buyout for people 
who wanted to stay  
1 CJ 
FEMA plans, but no implementation 1 CJ 
Insurance problems 1 WY 
Clients’ lack of knowledge of FEMA benefits 1 WY 
IDED timeliness issue 1 WY 
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People’s lack of understanding regarding 
floodplain damage requirements, required 
permits 
1 WY 
Occupied nearly all of staff person’s time for 
past two years 
1 WY 
Future use of property from buyout 1 WY 
Affordable housing adjacent to Wartburg 
campus – and not in floodplain – for students 
1 WY 
Some staff moved away due to loss of LMI 
starter housing 
1 WY 
Need for more very low-cost apartments for 
elderly and disabled individuals 
1 IC 
Need more help with food costs 1 IC 
Many flood-impacted IC residents moved to 
North Liberty or Coralville due to cheaper 
housing prices there 
1 IC 
Shortage of accessible single-family housing 
for elderly 
1 IC 
Shortage of affordable, single-family housing 
for low-income individuals 
1 MC 
Repairing homes, particularly when elderly 
could not move out during repairs 
1 MC 
City water supply contaminated during flood, 
shut down for roughly five days 
1 MC 
Loss of assessed value 1 MC 
Finding out who owned homes 1 MC 
Waiting list for public housing; need more 
housing for low-income residents 
1 MC 
Family financial pressures impact kids at 
school 
1 MC 
Identifying damaged properties 1 WO 
Identifying impacted families that were eligible 
for specific program 
1 WO 
On-going need for safe, sanitary, decent 
affordable rental housing 
1 WO 
 
Table 9. Key informant perceptions of population loss 
 Did the statistical analysis in the economic impact assessment portion of the 
study show these population losses? Yes, but the key was that communities that 
had been growing before the floods continued to grow after the floods because of 
the economic opportunity available while communities that had been losing 
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population continued to lose population. Here is how the economic analysis 
determined population loss. (Charts were prepared for each community but we are 
using a comparison here of only two of the communities to illustrate the concept.) 
“The U.S. Census Bureau occasionally revises its estimates for prior 
years, but no attempts are made to reconcile the series with the 
decennial census that occurs at the end of the decade. Figure 1 
illustrates how the annual population estimates may overestimate or 
underestimate the actual population change that occurs in a city over 
the course of a decade. In Iowa City, the annual estimates proved to 
be slightly too optimistic, suggesting stronger growth than was actually 
realized. In Waverly, the annual estimates series was too pessimistic. 
The 2010 Census results for Waverly revealed much stronger 
population growth than expected for that city.   
 
Despite their limitations in predicting the total population in a given 
year, the annual estimates are useful for gauging changes in the pace 
of growth throughout the decade. In Figure 1for example, there are 
indications that population growth in Iowa City accelerated during the 
latter part of the decade, despite the 2008 flood.1 The estimates for 
Waverly suggest that most of its growth occurred during the middle 
part of the decade, with growth already slowing by July of 2008.  
Neither city showed evidence of major population loss subsequent to 
the 2008 disasters.” (ISUEO, 2011, pg. E-3).  
 
 
 
Bridges to Meaning 
 Issues concerning “communication problems” emerged immediately in the 
focus group settings, however, it was in examining the patterns through data 	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analysis that “communication problems” became linked to disaster recovery program 
delivery deficiencies and an overall lack of capacity for the type of two-way 
communication needed for effective outreach and case management services. This 
example illustrates how qualitative methodologies do more than provide context – 
they move us closer to the types of dialogue and conversation that create meaning. 
It also illustrates how what is learned through qualitative research methods can be 
used to create action within a Participatory Action Research framework in that the 
responses first identified a problem and secondly identified potential, actionable 
solutions. 
 Mikkelson (2005, pg. 181) discusses the key factors necessary to code 
qualitative data to maximize the possibility of making these connections. She says 
coding should help us see themes and the ability to see these themes stems from 
four researcher capacities: “recognizing patterns in the data, thinking in terms of 
systems and concepts, having tacit knowledge or in-depth background knowledge 
and possessing relevant information.” 
 Why the theme of “communication problems” emerged so clearly in the data 
analysis phase rather than in the sessions themselves is that the theme kept 
popping up in responses to almost every question. Table 10, below, shows 44 
different responses that all had something to do with people not having information, 
people not understanding programs or knowing that programs were available, 
communication problems between different levels of government, communication 
problems related to training and instruction in managing programs, inconsistent 
information, access to information, lack of outreach, difficulties coordinating with 
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other agencies, losing contact with flood-impacted households, finding flood-
impacted households, language barriers, communicating with special needs 
populations such as the elderly, dealing with individuals resistant to government, 
lack of participation in meetings, lacking channels for communication, creating 
relationships with other agencies, and lack of consideration in working with citizens.  
 
Method Question Communication Problem Statement 
FG Populations most impacted 
by loss of housing 
People didn’t know how to seek 
assistance 
FG Populations most impacted 
by loss of housing 
People didn’t understand programs 
FG Populations most impacted 
by loss of housing 
Distrust of government 
FG State incentive programs People didn’t know programs were 
available 
FG  State incentive programs Communication problems between state 
and local governments 
FG Immediate needs versus 
sustainable future 
Lack of training 
FG What could have been done 
differently? 
Lack of information about programs 
available 
FG What could have been done 
differently? 
Instructions, guidelines and trainings are 
needed 
FG  What could have been done 
differently? 
Inconsistent information 
FG  What could have been done 
differently? 
Need single point of contact/one-stop 
center 
FG What could have been done 
differently? 
Communications with Des Moines/ need 
for Governor to act as an intercessor 
FG  What could have been done 
differently? 
Need database of programs to make 
quicker eligibility determinations 
FG What could have been done 
differently? 
Understanding FEMA program rules 
FG What could have been done 
differently? 
Difficulties coordinating multiple 
agencies involved 
FG What could have been done 
differently? 
Guidance needed on how to start both 
disaster response and disaster recover 
FG What could have been done 
differently? 
Need for outreach work 
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KI Challenges in housing Difficulty finding/contacting people who 
moved out of damaged housing units 
KI Challenges in housing Coordinating assistance through various 
programs, providers 
KI Challenges in housing Communication/information 
KI Challenges in housing Client’s lack of knowledge of FEMA 
benefits 
KI Challenges in housing Finding out who owned homes 
KI Challenges in housing Identifying impacted families that were 
eligible for specific programs 
KI Housing problems unable to 
solve 
Case management needs not met 
KI Housing problems unable to 
solve 
Communication barrier for some clients 
KI Housing problems unable to 
solve 
Elderly residents’ confusion regarding 
various programs and their separate 
requirements, limitations, paperwork 
KI Housing problems unable to 
solve 
Clients not aware of available resources 
until problems compounded 
KI Adequacy of plans Didn’t realize what was there, available 
KI Adequacy of plans Didn’t know city didn’t provide sandbags 
KI Adequacy of plans Nobody was warned about the wall of 
water coming down 
KI Role of leaders Not proactive to reach out to coalition 
KI Public processes Post-flood meetings not well attended 
KI Public processes Not as many local citizens involved as 
we would like 
KI Barriers People’s hesitancy to disclose 
information 
KI Barriers Reaching people with information 
(newspapers, local channel not used by 
all) 
KI Barriers Fall-off in attendance at affordable 
housing advisory committee meetings 
KI Barriers Getting permission from client to 
speak/advocate on their behalf 
KI Advice for future Bring in all elements of community, 
including social services and key 
players, so all on same page, 
duplication avoided 
KI Advice for future 
 
List resources, state agencies and 
prioritize 
KI Advice for future City needs a relationship with FEMA, 
state 
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KI Advice for future Make sure flood recovery and 
assistance policies are well understood 
by staff 
KI Advice for future Communication key 
KI  Advice for future Get accurate information out quickly 
KI Advice for future Keep public informed 
KI Advice for future Be considerate with citizens 
Note: FG = Focus Group; KI = Key Informant Interview 
Table 10. Communication problems cited in focus groups and key informant 
interviews 
 While this is a pattern or trend that can ostensibly be “counted” and observed, 
it is decidedly qualitative. The observed pattern does provide context and setting but 
it also starts to show some of the richness and depth of understanding that can be 
generated within group and one-on-one communication processes. Looking at the 
power of the words people used to describe their opinions, perceptions, feelings, 
reactions, personal experiences and anecdotal stories is the next step toward 
turning qualitative research methods and engagement into a tool for cathartic 
reflection.  
Catharsis 
“JumpStart (for) business - were well received until rules kept changing 
and kept having to go back and back and back telling them ‘Now there 
is more information needed.’ (We) Looked like a bunch of buffoons. (It 
was) Really distasteful. (You’d think) ‘Oh, I’m going to be helpful and 
provide a glimmer of hope!’ and all of a sudden you’re the Wicked 
Witch of the West. Can’t you get your ducks in a row? (They) Left us 
hanging. People at the State level would say ‘Geez, we’re really sorry’ 
because it was getting passed on to them as well. (It was the) Worst of 
government.” – Iowa City key informant 
 
 That’s is colorful and emotional language. This individual is clearly frustrated 
and angry. This “helping professional” sounds burned out and disappointed. Others 
expressed the same kinds of sentiments. 
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“Don’t roll out a program until everything’s been figured out. People get 
upset when terms and paperwork change. This was one of the biggest 
frustrations in my professional career. Multiple changes to rules reflect 
badly on us who work directly with impacted people. The Des Moines 
politicians don’t have to deal directly with people. They yell at the 
people they talk to directly and it makes people at the local level look 
like they don’t know what the rules are but the rules are constantly 
changing.”– Cedar Rapids focus group participant. 
 
 Here, a Key Informant in Cedar Rapids uses some variation of the word 
“frustrating” in three different ways in regard to the business sector, his own 
experience in managing a problematic program and even projecting “frustration” to 
how Governor Chet Culver must have felt.  
“Biggest barrier was, one the first, was peoples’ hesitancy to disclose 
any information. I’ll credit RIO, IDED and (the) Governor’s Office, 
whoever was making the message, that they are the government but 
that the programs are here to help. Business sector frustration with 
the pace of the administrative process. Compared to others, we got 
money out fairly quickly, but not quickly enough in other peoples’ eyes. 
People were eager to take advantage of the programs in the 
commercial sector and been understanding of the information and why 
they needed to provide it, but their expectation of that process, turning 
that into a check, was frustrating….	  We had to close on 60 new 
properties in six months and there was no way Linn County could cash 
flow that, or a bank could cash flow that, or any of the other housing 
programs. IDED, I feel like I knew they understood the magnitude of 
the issue and their effort to find a solution was not equal to that 
understanding. It’s not our responsibility to cash flow the program. How 
are we going to do that? They said: “We’ll try to do participatory draws 
but we’re understaffed. Early retirements.” I was flabbergasted. The 
Governor was frustrated at getting things out and nobody was 
helping us with a solution until IFA became aware of it.” – Cedar 
Rapids non-profit key informant  
 
 In the Introduction section of this thesis, Norris, et al, spoke of the concept of 
“transient dysfunction” as a disruptive period of six to nine months that communities 
experience following a disaster. But ISU conducted this research two years after the 
Iowa Floods of 2008 and very few of the questions we asked pertained to the 
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disaster itself but instead were focused on disaster recovery programs. Our study 
came under an IRB-approved protocol where we were limited to only speaking to 
people who were not flood “victims.” This is not to say that people we spoke with 
were unaffected by the flood or were not flood victims themselves in many cases, 
but they weren’t sought out by virtue of their “victim” status. They were selected 
based on their professional positions, leadership positions, or their representation as 
a member of a key stakeholder group. We were admonished by the IRB Board that it 
would only be ethical to hold our conversations with professionals and leaders who 
either worked with flood-impacted “survivor” households or represented them as 
elected officials even though victims of natural disasters are not explicitly listed as a 
“vulnerable population” on par with children, the imprisoned or the mentally-ill.  Here, 
a Cedar Rapids nonprofit staff person talks about helping flood-impacted families 
find replacement housing. What she has to say seems very much like “transient 
dysfunction.” 
“That early six to nine months of listening to a lot of flood victims who 
had been destroyed – it was almost like having Post-Traumatic Stress 
Syndrome going on. It was hard for them to see how it got them into a 
house.” – Cedar Rapids key informant 
 
 The language used, the stories shared, and the situations that emerged from 
focus group and key informant interviews had a haunting quality. 
 During the data analysis phase of the qualitative research component, two 
research team members, Gaffey and Goeken, were each coding the transcriptions 
separately with the intention of comparing notes and drawing conclusions together at 
the end of their task. They realized that trying to reduce these emotional statements 
to bullet points was fine, but that somehow these stories needed to be incorporated 
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into the final report. To that end, Gaffey and Goeken started extracting examples of 
particularly moving stories, quotes that created strong visual images, and quotes 
that put a human face on the recovery period. They were incorporated in the final 
report as sidebars titled: “In Their Own Words…” 
 Here’s an example: Several participants in several cities spoke about the 
issues they had working with clients who had simply moved back into their damaged 
homes without seeking any assistance from available programs. The bullet point 
became: “People who moved back into damaged homes.” But does the following 
quote describe that situation better? 
“Surprised by the number of people who stayed in portions of their 
(damaged) home and said: ‘It doesn’t smell too bad.”- Mason City 
focus group participant. 
 
 Another example: People receiving assistance funds often spent the money 
on things that were not eligible expenses under the program. The bullet point was: 
“Ineligible expenses.” But does the following quote put a human face on what that 
response really meant? 
“You hand someone who is poor $28,000 and it looks like a million 
dollars to them because it’s huge and you can buy something that 
you’ve never had before – like a cell phone.” – Columbus Junction 
focus group participant. 
 
 Our study didn’t ask any questions about inequities within any of the disaster 
recovery programs. We didn’t know we should have. Yet even the most mundane 
types of questions, such as “How well did your pre-flood plans, ordinances and 
building codes prepare your community for responding to the post-flood housing 
issues you have experienced?” brought out shades of meaning and indications that 
	   101	  
people had put some serious thought into what they had seen and experienced. 
They had made value judgments. 
“(The) politics in Waverly are that low-to moderate-income (individuals) 
are not the movers and shakers in the community; those folks live up 
on the hill so why should they make a significant investment in flood 
mitigation when it only impacts half or a third of the community? That 
frustrated me.” – Waverly key informant interview 
 
 “It only impacts half or a third of the community.” It’s easy to miss these 
shades of meaning because removing just one word changes the meaning entirely 
from “it impacts half or a third of the community” to “it only impacts half or a third of 
the community.” And again, the word “frustrated” surfaces. 
  There were many disaster recovery programs offered and a common 
problem that emerged was the lengths professional staff had to go to in order to 
package together assistance from several different sources. Low-income citizens 
could be served through the State’s Federal HOME program and Community 
Development Block Grant allocation, so staff funneled people into those programs 
when they knew the household would be eligible because staff was trying to 
maximize their resources and serve as many households as possible. As it turned 
out, other disaster recovery programs that were not income-based ended up having 
more generous terms. Here’s a moment of critical reflection when a regional official 
working with several small towns throughout the flood zone between Cedar Rapids 
and Iowa City/Coralville realized he’d encountered an injustice. 
“There were people in Palo where someone got $60,000 in the first 
round (of JumpStart program) and the next door neighbor was held to 
$24,999 because they were in the Federal program.” – Regional key 
informant interview 
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 Here, a Mason City focus group participant makes an understated 
observation that still makes his point about inequity. 
“Only one new unit built as a result of the flood and it was built outside 
the city – a $700,000 home.” - Mason City focus group participant. 
 
 These stories and reflections came out in almost every focus group and 
interview despite the fact that there were several different moderator/facilitators and 
interviewers and not all were equally skilled at focus group methodology. Several of 
the focus group sessions lasted longer than intended or participants stayed and 
talked after the conclusion of the session. Phone interviews lasted longer than 
intended as people took this opportunity to talk about issues that mattered to them. 
Interviewers received follow-up calls from participants who wanted to add more 
information. Interviewers reported people getting emotional while telling their stories. 
 On one digital transcription, the interviewer has completed their interview with 
a local housing developer who had complained at some length about the recovery 
programs, waste, government dysfunction, his frustration at dealing with paperwork 
processes and a host of things he thought should have been done differently. The 
tape is rolling as the interviewer is packing up her computer and the last thing heard 
is: 
 “You know? I’ve never had anyone from the government ask me 
what I thought about anything. This has been really nice. This has 
been really helpful. Thank you for this.” – Waverly key informant 
interview 
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
 
 The Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines “catharsis” as: “purification or 
purgation of the emotions (as pity and fear) primarily through art; a purification or 
purgation that brings about spiritual renewal or release from tension; and elimination 
of a complex by bringing it to consciousness and affording it expression.” (Merriam-
Webster Dictionary, http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/catharsis).  
 The focus groups and key informant interviews conducted as part of the 
“Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” study seemed to have provided 
some catharsis – but it was unintentional. How much more could have been 
achieved if the research design had used the qualitative methods within a 
Participatory Action Research framework that would have not only provided an 
opportunity for cathartic reflection, but allowed participants new “ways of knowing” 
by having the opportunity to co-learn from the research experience?  
 Some of the ways this could have happened would have been conducting a 
second series of focus groups before developing the proposal in order to know what 
questions were important to ask. Using a Participatory Action Research framework 
and using qualitative methods as an engagement tool could have also brought 
greater and more meaningful participation in the dissemination of the findings. If 
more participants had been more intimately involved, the design could have included 
a process for spurring action on the five recommendations made by the study. If that 
had happened, there may now have been a group developing a standardized Iowa 
Disaster Recovery Program and creating the training products needed to help 
	   104	  
communities implement the program when their time comes for a flood or tornado. 
The County Assessors could be figuring out a way to fix their data problems. 
Nonprofits could be building their outreach and case management capacities. 
 Why did this not happen? In some respects it is because we didn’t think of it 
and in other respects it is because the research was conducted as part of a contract 
and the contracting agencies didn’t ask for it. Scott Chazdon and Stephanie Lott, 
who work in the University of Minnesota Extension’s Center for Community Vitality 
on projects similar to this one point to the “nuance” that is created through key 
informant interviews and how this is useful particularly for extra-local agencies 
coming into a community and trying to understand what is at issue. 
“While the data produced by qualitative studies such as this are less 
objective than survey data with a larger number of respondents, a 
strength of using qualitative key informant interviews includes the 
subtleties in community dynamics elicited from interviews. This more 
nuanced understanding of particular community issues may provide 
insight and important background information for non-local 
organizations working in these communities.” (Chazdon and Lott, 
2010, pg. 174). 
 
 This thesis has sought to identify the link between standard qualitative 
research methodologies, which are just “tools” of the trade, and a proposed change 
in how we view community engagement as something more than citizen 
participation. This requires a broader conception of 1.) the role of participatory 
research in a community setting; 2.) how qualitative research tools fit into realizing 
goals for dialogue-based community engagement; 3.) how what is learned through 
use of qualitative tools in community participatory research could lead to both better 
communication and better actionable solutions to community problems; and 4.) how 
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qualitative research tools used to create dialogue can also provide opportunities for 
critical reflection. 
 
 There are four main ways the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local 
Disaster” study demonstrated how qualitative research methods could be used in 
conjunction with participatory action research.  
 
 1. Qualitative research methodologies can augment statistical information by 
providing necessary context in an accessible format. As designed, the qualitative 
research components of the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” 
study informed the results. The results showed a disparity between local perceptions 
and statistical models. This allowed us to help direct our dissemination efforts toward 
explaining how to replicate this study locally to answer the types of questions local 
leaders and state agency staff had after the floods. Workshops were tailored to 
explain the functions of local economies and how a negative impact to one part of 
the community geographically doesn’t necessarily mean that the entire community is 
less strong than it was before. Similarly, we were then able to use this as a 
“teachable moment” to help community leaders evaluate their future housing needs 
by assessing their existing housing stock and economic growth patterns. Our 
research study was designed as a mixed-methods research. Some ways we could 
have made the study more of a participatory action research design would have 
been to involve citizens in the drafting of the survey questions and in direct analysis 
of the quantitative results. Robert Chambers refers to this as “Who Counts,” not only 
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in terms of whose opinions are sought, but the extent to which participants are 
involved in both data collection and analysis. He says this is in direct oppositon to 
“extractive research” which mines data from participants rather than engaging with 
them in determining what is of value to know and how to interpret results within a 
community setting. (Chambers, 2007).  	   2.	  Qualitative research methodologies can enhance citizen participation and 
community engagement in post-disaster community planning. Something that 
became evident shortly into the process of conducting the qualitative methods 
research was that the research should have happened sooner. Community leaders 
told us that they had difficulty transitioning from “disaster response” to “disaster 
recovery” phases. Groups and organizations that were able to provide amazing 
amounts of community service in helping people clean up flooded homes, find 
places to live, replace their belongings, and coordinate services ended up not being 
the same group of organizations that were needed for community disaster recovery 
on a wider scale and for a longer duration. Focus groups using an Appreciative 
Inquiry format might have helped these communities identify the assets they had or 
needed to create to address their long-term needs and create a more sustainable 
vision for the future. The individual questions in the “question bank” for the focus 
groups, key informant interviews and online survey were drafted with an 
“Appreciative Inquiry” mentality, meaning there was a concerted effort to phrase 
questions in a way that would lead to positive and change-based dialogue. However, 
the focus groups, in particular, were NOT conducted as Appreciative Inquiry formats. 
The reason for this conscious decision was that we did not AI-trained facilitators for 
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each of the focus groups and the purpose of the focus groups was to provide 
engagement rather than actionable solutions. If we were to have designed this 
research study incorporating dialogue-based qualitative research methods into a 
participatory action research framework, we could have used the Discover-Dream-
Design-Deliver-Debrief format at the workshops used to disseminate the findings. 
The value of this would have been to move the study participants into a course of 
action on the solutions they identified from their experiences of the Iowa Floods of 
2008 and to address remaining community housing issues they were still hoping to 
resolve. 
 3. Qualitative research methodologies and dialogue-based forms of group 
interaction can provide an opportunity to create shared meaning and foster reflective 
practice for community leaders. As indicated in the research, there were many 
meetings and formal processes held in each study community, but few ways to 
process information and perspectives collectively across the region impacted by the 
floods. This was exacerbated by the long duration and high intensity of the recovery 
period. Leaders and professionals found themselves with very few ways to express 
their frustrations and to share them with each other in more productive ways. In the 
military, “After Action Reports (AARs)” are used to help evaluate what went well after 
a task is completed. These AARs are very similar to an Appreciative Inquiry 
approach and focus groups could be a very effective way to provide this cathartic 
reflective practice in post-disaster communities. 
 Finally, re-examining the “Housing Needs Assessment After a Local Disaster” 
study identified a dearth of materials available with replicable community 
	   108	  
engagement strategies to use in post-disaster community engagement linked to 
University research. This may be a fruitful area for Extension Services at the national 
level to develop the resources available at the land grant universities for use in 
applied, participatory community research settings.	  
 This thesis has attempted to enlighten our shared conception of Community 
Development and has drawn heavily on the classes offered by the Great Plains 
Interactive Distance Learning Alliance (GP-IDEA) and the leading thinkers who are 
associated with the Community Development Online Master’s Program. 
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APPENDIX 1. QUALITATIVE RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 # Type of 
Question 
Question 
1 Overview  What has been the greatest impact on the availability of 
housing in your community as a result of the Floods of 
2008? 
2 Overview What has been the greatest impact on the affordability of 
housing in your community as a result of the Floods of 
2008? 
3 Overview What have been some of the challenges you have faced 
in meeting your community’s housing needs since the 
flood? 
4 Overview What do you believe has been the impact of the national 
recession on your community’s efforts to recover from 
the Floods of 2008? 
5 Overview How would you characterize the recovery your 
community has made to date in terms of retaining your 
community’s population size? 
6 Overview How would you characterize the recovery your 
community has made to date in terms of retaining jobs 
and a suitable labor pool? 
7 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
How were you able to use your Comprehensive 
Plan/Land Use Plan to address the housing issues you 
faced after the flood? 
8 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
What other local housing plans did you have available to 
guide your decisions? 
9 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
What are some ways you were able to use your 
subdivision ordinances and zoning codes to address the 
housing issues after the flood? 
10 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
How were your housing codes used to make decisions 
about  
11 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
How were your housing codes used to make decisions 
about demolition of acquired properties? 	  
12 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
How were your housing codes used to make decisions 
about relocation or reconstruction of privately-owned 
properties? 
13 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
What impact did housing codes have on redevelopment 
after the flood? 
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14 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
How well did your pre-flood plans, ordinances and codes 
prepare your community for responding to the post-flood 
housing issues you experienced?  
15 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
Were there plans, ordinances and codes you amended 
or changed after the flood? 
16 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
When you think back on the days immediately after the 
flood (first three months), what kinds of resources were 
available to you to start long-term planning? 
17 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
When you look back now, are there resources, planning 
tools, or types of information you wish had been 
available? 	  
18 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
To what extent do you believe your pre-flood plans may 
have minimized the impact of the 2008 flood? 
19 Planning, 
zoning and 
housing code 
To what extent do you believe your post-flood plans will 
minimize the impact of future flooding episodes? 
20 Public 
participation 
How would you characterize the level of public 
involvement in decision-making about housing after the 
flood? 
21 Public 
participation 
What types of public involvement processes did you use? 
22 Public 
participation 
What are some of the ways you used to communicate 
with the public during the flood and during the recovery? 
23 Public 
participation 
What was it like working with people in crisis situations? 
24 Public 
participation 
Were there certain populations that were difficult to 
assist? 
25 Public 
participation 
What kinds of problems did people have that you could 
NOT help them resolve? 
26 Public 
participation 
What nonprofit resources were available to help you work 
with people in crisis? 
27 Public 
participation 
How did your own personal experience in the flood 
impact your work with others who were impacted by the 
flood? 
28 Public 
participation 
What are some ways that people grieved the losses 
resulting from the flood and what impact did that have on 
your ability to help people plan for the future? 
29 Public 
participation 
Did you have active neighborhood groups or coalitions 
prior to the flood? If so, did they take part in the flood 
recovery? 
30 Public 
participation 
Have new neighborhood groups or coalitions formed 
after the flood? 
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31 Housing 
choices 
Where have people chosen to rebuild their homes? 
32 Housing 
choices 
Has some of the new housing been built outside of your 
community but within three miles of your city limits? 
33 Housing 
choices 
In what ways have peoples’ housing choices been 
influenced by community amenities such as parks, green 
spaces, sidewalks, scenic areas or recreational 
opportunities? 
34 Housing 
choices 
In what ways have peoples’ housing choices been 
influenced by proximity to schools? 
35 Housing 
choices 
In what ways have peoples’ housing choices been 
influenced by proximity to major thoroughfares or certain 
neighborhoods? 
36 Housing 
choices 
Have you noticed certain areas developing faster than 
others and what is it about those areas that may have 
presented an attractive option for housing? 
37 Housing 
choices 
Have you noticed certain areas where housing is NOT 
being rebuilt as you expected? 
38 Housing 
choices 
Were there areas that people wanted to locate to that 
were no longer available due to flooding concerns? 
39 Housing 
choices 
Were there areas that people wanted to locate to that 
were no longer available due to conflicts between the 
housing code and zoning such as lot sizes and 
setbacks? 	  
40 Housing 
choices 
Were there areas that people wanted to locate to that 
were no longer available due to previous or future 
easements for new infrastructure or flood plain needs? 
41 Housing 
choices 
What role did property title clearance play in your efforts 
to acquire damaged properties?  
42 Housing 
choices 
In what ways have peoples’ choices to rebuild been 
influenced by availability of plotted subdivisions, land 
available for development, or zoning? 
43 Housing 
choices 
In what ways have peoples’ choices to rebuild been 
influenced by the availability of future flood insurance? 
44 Housing 
choices 
In what ways have peoples’ choices to rebuild been 
influenced by the insurance payment they received on 
damage to their previous home? 
45 Housing 
choices 
 What has been the role of private housing developers in 
determining the location of newly constructed, market-
rate, single-family housing? 
46 Housing 
choices 
What has been the role of private housing developers in 
determining the location of newly constructed, market-
rate, multi-family housing?  
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47 Housing 
choices 
What has been the role of nonprofit housing developers 
in determining the location of newly constructed, 
affordable, multi-family housing? 
48 Housing 
choices 
What has been the role of nonprofit housing developers 
in determining the location of newly constructed, 
affordable, single-family housing? 
49 Housing 
choices 
Have any new neighborhoods been developed that either 
previously didn’t exist or had build-out lots available? 
50 Housing 
choices 
What kind of infill development has happened in existing 
neighborhoods? 
51 Housing 
choices 
Are there particular housing price points that have failed 
to develop through the private market to date? 
52 Housing 
choices 
Are you aware of special needs populations experiencing 
difficulties finding housing? (elderly, physically disabled, 
developmentally disabled, homeless, domestic violence, 
large families, extremely low-income) 
53 Housing 
choices 
What has been the impact of the immediacy of the 
housing needs on your ability to plan developments that 
are sustainable in the future? 
54 Local 
government 
operations 
What changes to mass transit have happened through 
the development of new housing? 
55 Local 
government 
operations 
Has the development of new housing resulted in new 
streets to be maintained (repairs and snow removal)? 
56 Local 
government 
operations 
Has the development of new housing resulted in changes 
to police or fire coverage? 	  
57 Local 
government 
operations 
Has the development of new housing areas included 
streets with safety measures such as street lighting, 
handicapped intersections, or new tornado siren 
locations? 
58 Local 
government 
operations 
What opportunities did you have to make neighborhoods 
and commercial districts more walkable? 
59 Local 
government 
operations 
What opportunities did you have to explore residential 
alternative energy such as geo-thermal, wind, or solar? 
60 Local 
government 
operations 
What opportunities did you have to improve storm water 
runoff? 
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61 Local 
government 
operations 
What was your experience in working with multiple 
governmental jurisdictions as part of a broader flood 
recovery effort? 
62 Local 
government 
operations 
Did the City/County’s use of private consultants increase 
after the flood? 	  
63 Local 
government 
operations 
Did the City/County’s use of private contractors increase 
after the flood? 
64 Local 
government 
operations 
What was your experience like in coordinating such 
multi-pronged efforts? What advice would you give to 
another City experiencing a similar crisis? 	  
65 Local 
government 
operations 
Who were some of your best partners and collaborators 
in the flood recovery process? 
66 Local 
government 
operations 
Did you encounter any barriers in seeking Federal 
assistance? If yes, what were those barriers? 
67 Local 
government 
operations 
Did you encounter any barriers in seeking State 
assistance? If yes, what were those barriers? 	  
68 Local 
government 
operations 
Did you encounter any barriers in working with private 
businesses (insurance companies, developers, realtors, 
major employers, etc.)? If yes, what were those barriers? 
69 Local 
government 
operations 
Did you have peers in your field of expertise that you 
could turn to for answers, advice, examples, templates, 
tools or techniques? 
70 Local 
government 
operations 
What role did your local elected leaders play in the flood 
recovery process? 	  
71 Local 
government 
operations 
Has interest in serving as a local elected leader 
decreased, increased, or stayed the same since the 
flood? 
72 Local 
government 
operations 
To what extent do you feel State and Federal elected 
officials were responsive to your community’s requests 
for information, assistance and support? 
73 Local 
government 
operations 
To what extent do you feel State and Federal elected 
officials were effective in addressing your community’s 
requests for information, assistance and support? 	  
	   114	  
74 Business 
community 
What impact did the 2008 Floods have on your 
employees’ ability to secure housing that was affordable 
to them? 
75 Business 
community 
What impact did the 2008 Floods have on your 
employees’ ability to secure housing within a reasonable 
commute of your place of business? 
76 Business 
community 
What impact did the 2008 Floods have on your 
employees’ ability to find or maintain day care services? 
77 Business 
community 
Did your company experience a loss of employees, 
turnover in positions, or job vacancies as a result of the 
flood? 
78 Business 
community 
How has your local business community been active in 
the community’s flood recovery planning? 
79 Business 
community 
Which has been worse for your company: the economic 
impact of the flood or the economic impact of the national 
recession? 
80 Business 
community 
What larger economic forces currently have the most 
impact on your company’s decision to stay in this 
community? 
81 Business 
community 
Did your company require or receive assistance from the 
City, County, State or Federal government after the flood 
or in the flood recovery period? If so, was assistance 
available and provided in a timely fashion? 
82 School districts What changes in total enrollment have you experienced 
in the two years since the flood? 
83 School districts What impact has the location of new housing had on 
school district bus routes? 
84 School districts What impact has the location of new housing had on the 
staffing levels at individual school buildings? 
85 School districts How has the school district been active in the 
community’s flood recovery planning efforts? 
 
86 School districts How have changes in local property valuations after the 
flood impacted your school budget? 
87 School districts Has the national economic downturn resulted in any 
increase in students eligible for free and reduced-price 
lunches? 
 
88 School districts What role did school district counselors or social service 
coordinators play in assisting displaced families? 
89 Economic What is the final assessed value of private residential 
property lost in the floods? 
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90 Economic What is the assessed value of private residential property 
that has been built since the floods? 
91 Economic How many building permits were issued between (date, 
2008) and (date/year)? 
92 Economic How many building permits were issued for new 
construction of single-family residences? 
93 Economic How many building permits were issued for significant 
rehabilitation of existing (pre-flood) single-family 
residences? 
94 Economic How many building permits were issued for new 
construction of multi-family units? 
95 Economic How many building permits were issued for significant 
rehabilitation of existing (pre-flood) multi-family units? 	  
96 Economic How many demolition permits were issued following the flood? 
97 Economic How many building permits were issued for commercial 
structures? 
98 Economic How many residential structures have been officially 
“acquired” and are now owned by a public entity of some sort? 
99 Economic How many of the acquired properties have been demolished? 
100 Economic How many red-tagged or placarded properties are currently 
active cases where repairs or reconstruction is still ongoing? 
101 Economic How many condemnation cases have been resolved? How 
many are still in an ongoing process? 
102 Economic What was the incidence of owners walking away from 
properties that had been damaged (discontinuing mortgage 
payments, discontinuing tax payments, etc.) 
103 Economic What was your community’s experience of foreclosures on 
single family residential properties in the last five years?  
104 Economic What was your community’s experience of foreclosures on 
any large landlords or management companies with rental 
housing (single or multi-family)? 
105 Economic Did your community experience a loss of retail businesses in 
the flood that have not subsequently re-opened? 
106 Economic What types of businesses did your community previously have 
that have since closed either due to the flood or the overall 
national economy in the last two years? 
107 Economic Do you feel your community’s overall economic health is 
better, worse, or the same as it was a year ago? 	  
108 Policies and 
programs 
What State programs were you able to use in your flood 
recovery effort? 
109 Policies and 
programs 
Were the State programs that were made available to 
you effective at meeting your housing needs? 
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110 Policies and 
programs 
Were there housing issues you were not able to address 
using State programs? 
 
111 Policies and 
programs 
Were there particular groups of people you were unable 
to serve using State programs? 	  
112 Policies and 
programs 
Were there particular types of housing you were unable 
to replace using State programs?  
113 Policies and 
programs 
Were there State programs available to you in assisting 
low income and very low-income residents for housing 
issues? 	  
114 Policies and 
programs 
Were there State programs available to you in assisting 
households earning in excess of the Median Family 
Income for housing issues? 
115 Policies and 
programs 
What kind of technical assistance did you receive from 
State agencies to help you in using State programs? 
116 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience with State program rules and 
program eligibility in addressing your housing issues? 
117 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience like in working with the Iowa 
Department of Economic Development on your 
community’s flood recovery? 
118 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience like in working with the 
Rebuild Iowa Office on your community’s flood recovery? 
119 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience like in working with the Iowa 
Finance Authority on your community’s flood recovery? 
120 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience like in working with the Iowa 
Governor’s Office on your community’s flood recovery? 
121 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience like in working with the State 
Universities on your community’s flood recovery? 
122 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience like in working with Iowa 
Workforce Development on your community’s flood 
recovery? 
123 Policies and 
programs 
Were there other State agencies that you worked with in 
your flood recovery process? 
124 Policies and 
programs 
What Federal programs were you able to use in your 
flood recovery effort? 
125 Policies and 
programs 
Were the Federal programs that were made available to 
you effective at meeting your housing needs? 
126 Policies and 
programs 
Were there housing issues you were not able to address 
using Federal programs? 
127 Policies and 
programs 
Were there particular groups of people you were unable 
to serve using Federal programs? 
128 Policies and 
programs 
Were there particular types of housing you were unable 
to replace using Federal programs?  
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129 Policies and 
programs 
Were there Federal programs available to you in 
assisting low income and very low-income residents for 
housing issues? 	  
130 Policies and 
programs 
Were there Federal programs available to you in 
assisting households earning in excess of the Median 
Family Income for housing issues? 
131 Policies and 
programs 
What kind of technical assistance did you receive from 
Federal agencies to help you in using State programs? 	  
132 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience with Federal program rules 
and program eligibility in addressing your housing 
issues? 
133 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience in working with the U.S. 
Department of Housing & Urban Development on your 
community’s flood recovery? 
134 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience in working with the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture-Rural Development on your 
community’s flood recovery? 
135 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience in working with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers on your community’s flood recovery? 
136 Policies and 
programs 
What was your experience in working with the U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security on your community’s 
flood recovery? 
137 Policies and 
programs 
What was your community’s experience in working with 
the U.S. Economic Development Administration on your 
community’s flood recovery? 
138 Policies and 
programs 
What type of incentives or programs do you think the 
State can develop to meet the housing needs that 
haven’t been addressed yet? 
139 Policies and 
programs 
Are there some ongoing or current projects that we 
should be aware of that might impact our research? 
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APPENDIX 2. INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 
INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 
 
Title of Study: Developing a Methodology of Examining Housing 
Needs Post a Local Disaster (A Concept Paper for Research, 
Outreach and Planning) 
Investigators: Timothy O. Borich, BS, MS, PhD 
This is a research study. This form is a request for you to participate in 
the focus group session for the housing needs assessment for the 
community of _____________________. Please take your time in 
deciding if you would like to participate. Please feel free to ask 
questions at any time. 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study is to develop a methodology that examines 
housing needs in eight communities (Mason City, Waterloo, Cedar 
Rapids, Iowa City, Coralville, Waverly, Columbus Junction and Charles 
City) impacted by the Iowa Floods of 2008. The study will identify gaps 
and spatial mismatches between household demand for replacement 
housing compared to the supply of housing the private market has 
produced since the flood. The study will quantify the need for additional 
types of housing based upon the availability of suitable affordable and 
market-rate housing options. The study will also analyze land use 
appropriateness of replacement housing development to determine 
whether housing constructed after the flood is resulting in urban 
sprawl, the hollowing out of the urban core, or new settlement patterns 
within each community.  
 
The results of this study will aid the Iowa Finance Authority, the Iowa 
Department of Economic Development and the Rebuild Iowa Office in 
developing policies, programs and incentives to fill the identified 
housing need gaps that the private market has not been able to satisfy 
and to evaluate how and where to target those investments to achieve 
optimal recovery of the housing market. 
DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES 
If you agree to participate in this process, it will take approximately 1 to 
1 ½ hour of your time to participate in a focus group session. The focus 
group will consist of other participants in your community. Participants 
will be asked a series of questions related to housing needs in your 
community before and after a disaster. 
An audio recording will be made during this process in order to obtain 
transcriptions. However, names will not be attached to any comments 
transcribed and participants will not be identified by name on any 
written materials. Participation in the survey and the focus group is 
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voluntary and you do not have to answer any questions or participate 
in any discussion or activity that makes you feel uncomfortable.  
RISKS 
There is no expected risk or discomfort to participants in the visioning 
process. 
BENEFITS 
If you decide to participate in this study there may be no direct benefit 
to you. This study will advance knowledge and the good of society 
through creation of a replicable model identifying key housing 
quantitative statistics and spatial analysis tools to evaluate the 
progress of long-term economic recovery from natural disasters at the 
community and regional level. 
 
COSTS AND COMPENSATION 
You will not have any costs from participating in this study. You will not 
be compensated for participating in this study 
PARTICIPANT RIGHTS 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may 
refuse to participate or leave the study at any time. If you decide to not 
participate in the study or to leave the study early, it will not result in 
any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Your name and address will not be used except for tracking purposes 
and for sending a summary of the survey if you request one. Your 
name will not be disclosed publicly. The data will be kept in a 
password-protected computer at Iowa State University (IDRO and 
department of Economics) and the results will be presented in 
aggregate. However, the Iowa State University Institutional Review 
Board (a committee that reviews and approves human subject 
research studies) may inspect and/or copy your records for quality 
assurance and data analysis. These records may contain private 
information. 
The audio recording made during the focus group process will not be 
disclosed publicly and names will not be attached to any comments 
transcribed and participants will not be identified by name on any 
written materials. However, because other individuals will be 
participating in the focus group with you, we cannot guarantee 
complete confidentiality. Participation in the survey and the focus 
group is voluntary and you do not have to answer any questions or 
participate in any discussion or activity that makes you feel 
uncomfortable. 
QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study.  
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• For further information about the study contact Tim Borich at 
515- 294-8707.  
 
• If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects 
or  research-related injury, please contact the IRB Administrator, 
 (515) 294-4566, IRB@iastate.edu, or Director, (515) 294-3115, 
 Office for Responsible Research, 1138 Pearson Hall, Ames, IA 
 50011. 
 
SUBJECT SIGNATURE 
Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this 
study, that the study has been explained to you, that you have been 
given the time to read the document and that your questions have 
been satisfactorily answered.  You will receive a copy of the signed 
and dated written informed consent prior to your participation in the 
study. 
 
Subject’s Name (printed)         
 
           
(Subject’s Signature)      (Date)  
 
 
INVESTIGATOR STATEMENT 
 
I certify that the participant has been given adequate time to read and 
learn about the project and all of their questions have been answered. 
It is my opinion that the participant understands the purpose, risks, 
benefits and the procedures that will be followed in this project and has 
voluntarily agreed to participate.    
           
(Signature of Person Obtaining    (Date) 
Informed Consent) 
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APPENDIX 3. ONLINE SURVEY QUESTIONS 
Housing Needs Assessment, 2010 
Housing availability in my community is: 
 More 
 Less 
 The same today as before 
 
The population of my community has: 
 Increased 
 Decreased 
 Stayed the same since the Flood of 2008 
 
I would characterize the recovery my community has made to date in 
terms of retaining jobs and a suitable labor pool as: 
 Excellent 
 Fair 
 Poor 
 
The housing codes in my community were used to make decisions 
about: (Please check all that apply) 
 Acquisition 
 Demolition 
 Reconstruction, relocation of flood-impacted properties 
 Other (please specify) 
 
The Comprehensive Plan/Land Use Plan for my community allowed us 
to address the housing issues we faced after the flood: 
 Poorly 
 Well 
 Made no difference 
 
Were there plans, ordinances and codes you amended or changed 
after the floods? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
Please name any resource planning tools, or types of information you 
wish had been available to start long-term planning immediately after 
the Flood of 2008. 
 4 open-ended text boxes provided 
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Please check the word that best completes this statement so it reflects 
your view. The pre-flood plans in my community: 
 Minimized 
 Made worse 
 Had no impact on our ability to withstand the 2008 flood 
 
Please select the phrase that best describes the extent to which you 
believe your post-flood plans will impact the future flooding episodes: 
 Minimize 
 Increase 
 Not change the impact of future flooding episodes 
 
How would you characterize the level of public involvement in decision-
making about housing after the flood? 
 Much 
 Little 
 Some interest 
 
What are some of the ways you used to communicate with the public 
during the flood and during the recovery? Please select all that apply. 
 Radio 
 TV 
 Social media 
 Newsletter 
 Word of mouth 
 Newspaper 
 Meetings 
 Phone 
 ICN 
 Other 
 
Did you community have active neighborhood groups or coalitions prior 
to the flood which took part in the flood recovery? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
Please name any new neighborhood groups or coalitions formed after 
the flood. 
 5 open-ended text boxes provided 
 
After the flood, where have people chosen to rebuild their homes? 
 The same city 
 Same neighborhood 
 Other cities (please specify the cities) 
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After the flood, where have people chosen to live? 
 Nearer community amenities such as parks, green spaces, 
sidewalks, scenic areas or recreational opportunities 
 Nearer to schools 
 
My company experienced: 
 Loss of employees 
 Turnover in positions 
 Job vacancies as a result of the flood 
 
Please check only one of the following phrases to indicate which has 
been worse for your company: 
 The economic impact of the flood 
 The economic impact of the national recession 
 
The assistance my company received from the government (at any 
level) after the flood or in the flood recovery period was provided in a 
timely fashion. 
 Yes 
 No 
 
What is the extent of the ability of your employees to secure the 
following as impacted by the 2008 Floods? 
 Secure housing affordable to them  
 Secure housing within a reasonable commute of my place of 
business 
 Find or maintain day care services 
Rating scale provided: 
 Somewhat impacted by the 2008 Floods 
 Greatly impacted by the 2008 Floods 
 Not at all impacted by the 2008 Floods 
 Not applicable 
 
Were there State programs available to you in assisting low income 
and very low-income residents for housing issues? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
Were there State programs available to you in assisting households 
earning in excess of the Median Family Income for housing issues? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
Please name any State programs you were able to use in your 
community’s flood recovery effort? 
 5 open-ended text boxes provided 
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The State programs that were made available to me were effective at 
meeting my housing needs? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
Were there housing issues you were not able to address using State 
programs? 
 Yes 
 No 
 If yes, please specify the housing issue not addressed 
 
Did you encounter any barriers in seeking State assistance? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
How would you rate the State and Federal elected officials’ response 
to your community’s requests for information, assistance and support? 
 Responsiveness 
 Effectiveness 
Rating scale provided: 
 Very 
 Not very 
 Reasonably 
 
Did your community experience a loss of retail businesses in the flood 
that have not subsequently re-opened? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
In my community some possible housing locations were no longer 
available after the flood due to: 
 Flooding concerns 
 Conflicts between housing code and zoning (such as setbacks) 
easements 
 Other (please specify) 
 
Please check all of the following ways you think peoples’ choices to 
rebuild have been influenced: 
 By availability of plotted subdivisions, land available for 
development, or zoning 
 By the insurance payment they received on damage to their 
previous home 
 Other (please specify) 
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Have any new neighborhoods been developed that either previously 
didn’t exist or had build-out lots available? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
When it flooded in 2008, my community was forced to address the 
immediacy of housing needs at the expense of our ability to plan 
developments that are sustainable in the future: 
 True 
 False 
 
What is the effect of the national recession on my community’s efforts 
to recover from the Floods of 2008? 
 Slowed 
 Speeded up 
 Had no effect 
 
After the 2008 flood, have you noticed certain areas where housing is 
NOT being rebuilt as you expected? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
After the 2008 flood, have certain areas developed faster than others? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
The private market has so far failed to develop housing at the following 
price points; 
 $100,000 or less 
 $250,000 to $350,000 
 Above $350,000 
 
Please mark the most appropriate phrase to complete the statement: 
Interest in serving as a local elected leader: 
 Decreased since the flood 
 Increased since the flood 
 Has not changed since the flood 
 
Property title clearance issues: 
 Helped efforts to acquire damaged properties 
 Hampered efforts to acquire damaged properties 
 
	   126	  
What communities do you represent? 
 Cedar Rapids 
 Charles City 
 Columbus Junction 
 Coralville 
 Iowa City 
 Mason City 
 Waterloo 
 Waverly 
 
Is your work housing related? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
Please indicate what type of organization you represent: 
 Nonprofit organization 
 Government agency 
 Private sector 
 
This space is provided for your additional comments 
 Open ended text box provided. 
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